+ 


bi 
Sarastit 


v 


* 


arn 
ue 


rh 


fetes 


ut 


+ 


bist: 


ne 


* 


iz 
‘ 


sytzhs 


Prehet 


het 
Lah 


ta 


< 


fu 


“3 


3 
ne 
eet 


ee 


a 


os 


rat 
i 
a 


if 
i 
Hh 


shih 


earetetnrrcees 


erate ele! 


coo 


wins an wesc 


Pod 


Trt 


" 
siete 


By 


et 
ra 


4 


tet erolene: 


Bows 


ie 


ee 


ste. 
eats 
pitrist 


i 


eae, ae a3 
ri) 1 
ia +e my 


aT eS 


rt 


i. 


ie 


ih 


0 


ot 


if 
th 


ry 
oh 


- 


ts 
te 


Hite 


f 


+1¢ 
aut f 


) 
ocerk 
wuts 


Pitse 


testy 
qehertya 
Pe 


ary 
AE 
it 


ae 


; 


Lxths 


ry 
Ai 


ae 


i) 
tia 


ale 
é 
4 


sata ets 


4p 


rf 


Hrom the Library of 
Professor Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield 
Beyueathed hy him to 
the Library of 


Princeton Cheological Seminary 


igitized by the Internet archiva . 
in 2024 with un from a 


Ay 


THEOLOGY CONDENSED: 


SABBATH-SCHOOL TEXT-BOOK, 


AND FOR 


Peel oD TNS Live Lion. 


eis BY 
it Cebu AKEe D,D. 


“ Therefore let thy words be few.’’—Kccu. v. 2. 


NASHVILLE, TENN.: 
eerie PRESBYTERIAN PUBLISHING HOUSE. 


hed T. C. BLAKE, 
‘in the office of the Librarian of Congress, at. Wasi o st 


Printed for the Author by the > 
CUMBERLAND PRESBYTERIAN PUBLISHING 
NASHVILLE, TENN, 


TO 
MR. JOSEPH W. ALLEN, 


OF 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE, 


WHO, FOR MANY YEARS, HAS BEEN A SfRONG 
-ERSONAL FRIEND, AND WHO, FOR A HALF- 
CENTURY, HAS SHOWN HIS DEVOTION 10 THE 
UMBERLAND PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, NOT ONLY 
BY AN INTELLIGENT ADHERENCE 10 ITS DIS- 
_TINCTIVE DOCTRINES, AND BY AN UNSULLIED 
RISTIAN LIFE, BUT LIKEWISE BY HAVING 


EEN ONE OF ITS MOST LIBERAL BENEFACTORS, 
LITTLE VOLUME, WITHOUT HIS KNOWL- 
EZ OR CONSENT, IS MOST AFFECTIONATELY 
: DEDICATED BY 

THE AUTHOR. 


~ 


PREFACE. 


For many years the author has seen, as he thought, 
the necessity for a plain and concise treatise on the 
subject of Theology. The people will neither buy nor read 
costly and elaborate books. All the denominations of 
Christendom have their respective theological works ; 
but, as a general thing, they are too voluminous and 
too intricate for the masses. Asa natural consequence, 
therefore, the membership know nothing scarcely of the 
most vital of all sciences—the science of God. It is 
true, they have some idea of the “general outline” of 
this deeply interesting subject, but so far as the system 
is concerned, which makes the science “a grand harmo- 
nious whole,” they know but little. There is a reason, 
and a good one, too, for this lack of information: books 
adapted to the wants of the peop’e have not been prepared, 
nor have the proper steps been taken to indoctrinate the mem- 
bership. 

Theology should be taught Fist as we teach any other 
science, viz., with graded text-books—books adapted to 
the advancement and capabilities of the student. No 
secular teacher would put Newton’s Principia into the 
hands of a beginner in mathematics, nor would he use 
the most advanced book of any other science in impart- 
ing the elementary principles of that science. Indeed, 
were he to do so, he would not only demonstrate his 
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utter unfitness for the position of instructor, but he 
would dishearten and disgust his pupil. The same 
common-sense principle must be observed in teaching 
theology, if we would be successful. 

With this thought prominent in his mind, the author 
has done his utmost to adapt this work to the wants of 
the membership of the Cumberland Presbyterian Church. 
He has done so, too, with the firm conviction that they 
will not only read it and study it, but will profit by it. 
No Church on earth has, as he believes, a system of 
doctrines which can be so completely harmonized with 
the Bible; and he speaks the candid sentiments of his 
heart when he affirms that the doctrines of the Cumber- 
land Presbyterian Church are, in his opinion, the great 
cardinal truths of the Bible classified—are simply the 
doctrines of that unerring Standard formulated. _ If this 
be true (and the pulpits of orthodox Christendom 
confirm the assertion by their teaching), then why 
should we not be eager to have our people study 
theology? By encouraging them to do so, we have 
everything to gain and nothing to lose. 

As is stated on the title-page, this little work is 
“designed for advanced classss as a Sabbath:school 
text-book, and for private instruction.’”? No Cumberland 
Presbyterian who loves the Church, and who believes 

its doctrines, can object to introducing a book which 
_ formulates the truths of the Bible in accordance with 
those doctrines. If so, then he differs very widely from 
his co-religionists, for they unhesitatingly do that thing 
in their Sabbath-schools, and no one, who has proper 
conception of ecclesiastical fidelity and denominational 
efficiency, can censure them for so doing. Besides, is it 
any more objectionable to teach our distinctive doc- . 
trines in our Sabbath-schools than from our pulpits? 
Some, perhaps, are ready to say that the Bible alone 
should be studied in our Sabbath-schools. But are we 
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not studying the Bible when we are studying theology ? 
If we are not, then we are not studying Nature when 
we are studying Natural Philosophy, Botany, Astron- 
omy, etc. The fact is, the only way to study Nature is to 
classify its truths under their appropriate heads; and 
the same is true in reference to the Bible. This classi- 
fication, too, is just as essential to the proper under- 
standing of the Bible as is the classification of physical. 
truths to the clear comprehension of the book of 
Nature. 

The plan insisted upon of introducing this primary 
text-book on theology into our Sabbath-schools is not 
only a practical one, but it is obliged to lead to the most 
happy results. It would furnish our own schools with a 
competent corps of teachers. Other denominations are 
making provision for Normal Classes. Do we not need 
them? Nay, must we not have them, if we would 
maintain our ecclesiastical position ? Who can estimate 
the influence of such a class—a class that can not only 
defend the Bible, but can show that when its truths are 
properly formulated, they simply establish Cumberland 
Presbyterianism? What a strong body-guard would 
that class be for the minister in his work? There is not, 
perhaps, a Sabbath-school in the Cumberland Presby- 
terian Church in which there could not be organized a 
class from six to one dozen, or even more, who would 
study this book with interest and profit. There is not 
a thing in it which they ought not to know, and which 
they cannot know. 

But while it can, in the opinion of the author, be 
made the means of accomplishing great good in our 
Sabbath-schools, it is also believed that it can be made 
equally profitable in other ways, The minister will find 
it a great convenience, for it will enable him to refresh 
his mind, with a small amount of reading, on all the 
leading doctrines of our holy religion. And as he never 
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knows when he may be called upon to preach upon 4 
special subject, it certainly will be worth something to 
him to have all those subjects in a condensed form, and 
in asmall volume, which he can take with him wher- 
ever he may go. Asa primary text-book upon theology, 
it will be, it occurs to the author, the very work to place 
in the hands of probationers for the ministry. The 
questions, too, which are already prepared, will enable 
a committee on theology, in the Presbytery, to accom- 
plish more in one hour than could be done in six by 
the ordinary method. Furthermore, it can be made 
very useful and profitable in the family. Every house- 
hold, whether Christian or not, needs such a book; for 
parents owe it to themselves and to their children to 
have in their own houses such helps as will enable 
them and their offspring to form correct conceptions of 
God and of the plan of salvation which he has revealed. 
In preparing this little book, the author has diligently 
consulted the most approved authorities, and has often 
freely appropriated not only their thoughts, but their 
language. As to his success in. the undertaking, his 
friends and brethren must be the judges; but of one 
thing he is confident: it is a move in the right direction. 
And if this shall be deemed a failure, there is consola- 
tion in the thought that this effort may stimulate a more 
vigorous intellect and an abler pen to do successfully 
what the author has attempted to accomplish. There is 
certainly a place in the Cumberland Presbyterian 
Church for such a work as the author has endeavored to 
write--a place in the library of every preacher and ot 
every layman; but as to whether or not this is the boo: 
that is to supply that deeply-felt want, others will claim, 
and justly so, the privilege of deciding. 
T. C. BLAKE. 
NASHVILLE, TENN. ; 
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THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


Cra PLTER I, 


THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. 

All religions, whether true or false, are 
based upon the idea of the existence of a 
Supreme Being. For, although “man is a 
religious animal,” as a great writer has truly 
said, yet he will not worship a being or thing 
unless he believes that the object worshiped is 
superior to himself. : 

The Bible nowhere enters into a regular, 
‘formal argument to prove the existence of 
God. Om the contrary, it assumes his exist- 
ence asa truth known and admitted by all. 
(See Gen. i. 1). 

Arguments in favor of the being of God 
may, however, be derived from the following 
sources, independent of the Bible: 

(1) From the works of nature. 

Before entering upon the argument, a pre- 
liminary remark or two will be in place 
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Every effect must have a cause, and a causé 
adequate to the effect. This is an axiomatic 
truth—a truth so plain that it does not admit 
of proof. For illustration, a watch is an 
effect, is produced by some one, and the person 
who made it is a cause. If it were said that 
that beautiful, delicate piece of machinery was 
made by an infant, we would at once contra- 
dict the statement, on the ground that the 
alleged cause (the infant) is not adequate to 
the effect (the watch). Let it be remembered, 
too, that all correct reasoning begins or cnds 
in self-evident or admitted truths. But to the 
argument. | 

(1) From the works of nature. 

We exist, and the objects around us exist. 
We know that this is true. But, as we shall 
see before the argument closes, if there had 
ever been a time, in all the past, when noth- 
ing (no being or thing) existed, there could 
not possibly be anything in existence now. 

The visible universe (all things which we 
behold, embracing ourselves too) is constantly 


changing, and is, therefore, not eternal; for 
that which is eternal is self-existent, and that 
which is self-existent admits of no change in 
kind or degree. All things, then, which we 
behold, began to exist. If this be true (and 
no one can doubt the force or the correctness 
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of the reasoning), then these things must have. 
had a beginning in one of three ways: (a) 
they either created themselves, (6) came into 
existence by chance, or (¢) were created by 
some other being. One of the foregoing 
propositions must be true, and we will now 
take them up, one by one, and see which it is. 

(a) Did they create themselves ? 

We answer, impossible—utterly impossible. 
Self-creation is a palpable contradiction, for it 
supposes that a being or thing can act before 
it exists, or that an effect is the cause of itself. 

(b) Did they come into existence by chance? 

Creation by chance 1s perfectly absurd, for 
to say that a thing is produced, and yet that 
there is no cause of its production, is to say 
that something is effected when it is effected 
by nothing, that is, not effected at all. 

(c) Were they created by some other bein g? 

We answer, most assuredly, yes. Just as 
certainly as they exist (and we know they do), 
just so surely were they created by some other 
being. The question then is, Who created 
them? We proceed to answer, and in doing 
so, we find that the being who created them 
must possess the following characteristics or 
attributes : 

First. He must be eternal; in other words. 
there never was a period when he did not ex 
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ist. If there had been such a period, he could 
not exist now, for he could not create himself, 
nor could he come into existence by chance, 
nor could any other being have created him, 
for there was no other being in the vast uni- 
verse to create him. The conclusion, then, is 
inevitable, that he was and is self-existent, and 
consequently eternal. 

Second. He must be all-powerful; in other 
words, there must be no limit to his power. 

Look at the vast universe. Behold those 
mighty orbs which roll in solemn, silent 
grandeur. See this earth, too, with its con- 
tinents and oceans; its mountains and its 
rivers; its fruitful fields and its teeming 
miJlions! What being, save one of infinite 
power, could create them ?—could bring into 
existence these things?—create them out of 
nothing? Why, all the men on earth that, 
ever have lived, or that ever will live, cannot 
create a grain of sand! If, then, all these 
finite powers combined cannot create an atom, 
must it not take an infinite power to create 
worlds and systems of worlds, and people 
them with living beings? Surely it is not 
necessary to pursue the argument further. 
We then see that the being who created all 
these things must be all-powerful. 


Sun Wiener eaeneia Auge eens ae ees ae BAN. 
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Third. He must be all-wise; that is, infinite 
in wisdom. 

We have only to open our eyes to see. the 
harmony, order, beauty, and perfection of all 
the vast domain of creation. Behold the 
complete adaptation of all things to each 
other; the harmonious revolution of the 
mighty spheres; the skill and wisdom dis- 
played in the constitutions of all organized 
beings; consider the mechanism of the human 
frame; think of the mysterious union between 
body and mind;—yea, everything, from the 
sprig of grass to the tall cedar; from the in- 
sect of an hour to the leviathan of the mighty 
deep. The wisest men make mistakes every 
day and every hour, in all their plans, but 
nowhere in the vast universe is there a single 
mistake. If so, neither the microscope, nor 
the telescope, nor the reasoning powers of 
man, nor the searching truths of mathemati- 
eal science could ever point out the error. 
The conclusion, then, is inevitable, that the 
being who created these things is all-wise. 

Fourth. He must be infinite in goodness. 

To be convinced of this, we have only to 
look at the works of his hands. Every creat- 
ure, and everything that he has made, is 
amply provided for. No parent on earth ever 
made such bountiful provision for his house 
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hold, in every respect, as the Being who 
created the universe has made for every object 
that he has brought into existence—for the 
vegetable kingdom, for the animal kingdom, 
and especially for the human race. Then is 
he not infinite in goodness ? 

Fifth. We must be unchangeable. 

We have seen that he is infinite in w isdom; 
he must, therefore, be unchangeable. He ual 
never made a mistake, consequently he has 
never had to correct an error. The laws 
enstamped upon everything when it was cre- 
ated, are still the same. The planets make 
er twofold revolutions now in precisely the 
same time they did when “the morning stars 
sang together.” The acorn still pr otlneee the 
oak; heat expands and cold contracts all 
substances. In a word, we can to-day. eal- 
culate with the same unerring certainty in 
reference to the laws of nature that the 
first-born son of earth could in ‘the morning 


of creation. How different is it with the 


works of men! Nothing which they do is 
perfect—does not even satisfy themselves. 
Then may we not conclude that he who 
made all these things is unchangeable? 

By the same process of reasoning, we could 
prove that he is infinite in holiness, justice, 
aud truth. But enough has been proved to 
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enable us to answer the question, Who mace 
the universe? It was a being, self-cxistent, 
all-powerful, all-wise, all-qood, and unchangeable. 
This being we call Gop—the God of nature, 
the God of the Bible, the Christian’s God, 
the God of the universe. 

(2) From the belief of all nations. 

All nations, heathens, Jews, Mohammed- 
ans, and Christians, agree that there is a great 
First Cause, who created, preserves, and gov- 
ers all things. It is a fact which cannot be 
successfully controverted, that there is no age 
SO distant, no country so remote, no people so 
barbarous, but gives unmistakable testimony 
in reference to this point. How, if may 
be asked, did this knowledge originate ? 
Nations, wholly different im manners and 
customs—nations separated by mountains 
and oceans, by burning sands and duifting 
snows, all give their testimony in regard 
to the existence of a great superintending 
power. 

But whence came this idea? How did it 
originate? and how did it become so general— 
yea, so universal? These are interesting ques- 
tions, and it is difficult to answer them to the 
Miecietion- of all. It may be a principle 
inwrought in the human mind by the Creator, 
or a feeling of inability in the heart of man 
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to provide for his own wants, spiritual and 
temporal, or the effect of tradition, descending 
from the first worshipers, through all the 
tribes of the human family, or it may be all 
these combined: still the fact is the same— 
all nations now believe, and have ever 
believed, in a great First Cause. This is a 
strong, yea, an unanswerable argument in 
favor of the existence of God. 

To the foregoing argument, however, two 
objections have been urged. 

First. It is said that some errors have, in 
former ages, been universally received, such, 
for instance, as the belief of a literal rising 
and setting of the sun. But the cases are 
not analogous. The error referred to, 
though it prevailed for many centuries, at 
last vanished before the light of science; 
whereas, the Divine existence, instead of 
being impaired, is strengthened by the march 
of improvement, and is more easily proved 
now than it was in centuries past. 

Second. It is argued that many of the nations 
believe in a vast number of gods, instead of 
embracing the idea of only one God, and that 
many of the divinities of heathen countries 
are of the most corrupt, profligate character. 
To which it may be answered that, though 
they had many gods, yet one of them was 
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considered superior to all others—yea, the 
creator of the others. Again, to plead the 
errors of Paganism in this particular, is as 
unreasonable as to deny the existence of a 
true coin from the fact that it had been ex- 
tensively counterfeited. The number of 
counterfeits would only be proof that a gen- 
uine coin existed, otherwise it could not be 
counterfeited. The number of false gods 
among the heathen presents a strong argu- 
ment in favor of the existence of the true 
God, otherwise, how can we account for the 
general prevalence of idolatry ? 

We, therefore, see that the objections, when 
examined, amount to nothing, and that the 
universal consent of mankind to the existence 
of God, is a strong argument in support of 
the doctrine. 


(3) From the absurdity of supposing that 
there is no God. 

Atheism, in its primary sense, surpasses 
every heresy in the world, for it professes to 
acknowledge no religion, true or false. It 
asserts that the world came into existence by 
chance, or is eternal; that the soul is mortal; 
that the Bible is a forgery; that Christianity 
is an imposture; that the worship of God is a 
superstition; that hell is a fable; that heaven 
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is a dream; that our life is without a provi- 
dence; and that our death is without hope! 

Who can believe such absurdities? <All 
nature, within us and without us, so clearly 
points out, and so loudly proclaims a Creator, 
that whoever hears not its voice and sees not 
its proofs, may well be thought willfully deaf, 
and obstinately blind. If every effect must 
have a cause, what shall we say of that mani- 
fold combination of effects, that series of 
operations, that system of wonders, which 
fill the universe? The meanest insect we 
behold, the most worthless weed we tread 
upon, is enough to confound Atheism, and 
baffle all its pretensions. How could such 
wonderful order, as we everywhere behold, 
spring out of confusion? As well, yea better, 
expect that an earthquake might happen to 
build towns and cities, or that the materials 
carried down by a flood might fit themselves 
into a grand fleet of ships. What are towns 
and cities—yea, all the works of man—in 
comparison with the vast universe? 

The following, in brief, are a few of the 
objections to Atheism: : 

First. It requires us to believes an absurd- 
ity—says that the universe is either eternal or 
the result of chance. 

Now, in a previous argument, we have 
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proved bothof these assertions not only false, 
but absurd. 

Second. It requires us to assert that which 
we never can know—that there is no God. 

Before we can intelligently make such a 
declaration, we must be acquainted with 
every agent in the vast universe. If not, 
how do we know but the agent which we do 
not know is God? Who, then, but an infinite 
being could make such an assertion, even if 
it were true? 

Third. It requires us to believe a doctrine 
that will degrade us in the eyes of our fellow- 
men. 

No court of justice will receive a man’s 
oath who disbelieves in the existence of a 
God. This, then, would place us in the same 
category with the most base and the most 
corrupt of the very worst form of society; 
yea, with incarnate demons. Who wishes 
thus to degrade himself? | | 

Fourth. It asks us to embrace a system that 
would destroy society—yea, every form of 
human government. 

Fortunately, or unfortunately for the world, 
France tried the experiment. That nation 
once proclaimed that there is no God, and 
that death is an eternal sleep. What was the 
effect? Ah, go and read the history of that 
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transaction—the bloody tragedy of Robes- 
pierre and his associates in crime. It is true 
they tied the Bible to the tail of an ass and 
dragged it through the streets of Paris. It is 
also true that all restraint was removed, but 
in a short time that beautiful city was 
drenched in blood, and such a scene was 
witnessed as was never beheld before, per- 
haps, in the history of the world. Who, 
then, wants such a system? Who will fall 
down before such a Moloch and worship? 
Better worship the storm whose lurid light- 
nings rip the clouds, and whose awful 
thunders shake the world. Better worship 
the simoom, whose scorching breath blights 
everything upon which it blows. Better 
worship the volcano, whose burning lava 
destroys city and plain. Yea, better worship 
the awful cobra, who raises his hooded crest, 
strikes the fatal blow, and the victim falls 
dead by its side. 

Then what a system! A system which can 
see harmony without a purpose, laws without 
an author, works without a maker, and order 
without a’ design! It is true, when the 
atheist is called upon to account for the 
origin of all things, he talks ghbly of “pro- 
toplasms,’ of ‘evolution,’ and of an “endless 
series.’ But who made the protaplasm? As 
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we have proved in another place, it is not 
eternal, nor did it create itself, nor could it be 
produced by chance. Then it had a creator. 

The theory of evolution is just .as absurd, 
for if men and animals are a development 
from something else, who made that “some- 
thing else”? It, too, had a creator—must 
have had one for the reasons already as- 
signed. Besides, evolution necessarily implies 
an. evolver. 

An endless series, or an indefinite succession 
of dependent causes, is, if possible, still more 
absurd. It is only an attempt to remove the 
first cause out of sight. For instance, we 
derived our existence from others. Our 
parents must say the same, and though we 
may carry it back as many generations as we 
choose, the last must say the same as the first. 
In this process we must arrive at a great first 
cause. Suppose, further, a chain was seen 
hanging from the heavens, and extended 
beyond our sight, would it be satisfactory to 
say that the first link of this chain hung on 
the second, the second on the third, and so on 
ad infinitum? Would we not, must we not, 
ask what supports the whole? A chain of 
fifty links would require a certain power tc 
sustain it, a chain of a hundred links double 
that power, and an infinite chain an infinite 
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power. In a word, if the parts, taken 
separately, cannot support themselves, the 
whole, which is only the parts taken collect- 
ively, cannot support itself. The longer we 
make the chain, too, the greater must be the 
power by which it is upheld. An infinite 
chain will require an infinite power—a power 
not 7 the chain, but owt of it. It is exactly 
the same with the several generations or links 
of the human race. They must be traced to 
a great first cause out of themselves. And the 
ouly first cause to which they can be traced is 
Gop. 

Thus, by a brief method, and independent 
of the Bible, we have proved the existence of 
God—have shown that no other supposition 
can for a moment stand the test of solid 
argument. To one who admits that the Bible 
is true, there are additional arguments in 
favor of the existence of a great First Cause, 
for the Bible asserts that there is a God, 
though it does not enter into a formal argu- 
ment to prove the fact. The Bible itself, too, 
is proof positive of the same truth; for in no 
other rational way can we account for the 
existence of a book that has, for so many 
eenturies, withstood the onslaught -of the 
devil and his emissaries. In connection with 
the existence of the Bible, and pointing to 
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the same fact, we might mention the proph- 
ecies, miracles, etc., as proof of the existence 
of that same great First Cause, for these 
prophecies could not have been made, nor the 
miracles have been wrought, if there were no 
God. : 

Who, then, can doubt the existence of 


God? 


Oh! lives there, heaven, beneath thy dread expanse, 
One hopeless, dark idolater of chance ? 


Yes, there is one, and the grand old bard 
of Israel tells us who that character is: ‘ The 
fool hath said in his heart, There is no God.” 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER LI. 


(uESTION 1. Upon what idea are all religions based? 

2. What must man believe before he will worship any 
being? 

3. Does the Bible propose to prove that there is a God? 

4, Name the first general argument that can be ad- 
duced to prove the existence of God independent of the 
Bible. 

5. Must every effect have a cause ? 

6. Illustrate this point. 

7. With what does all correct reasoning begin or end ? 

8. Repeat the first general argument. 

9. Do we know that we exist? How? 

10. Suppose there had been a time when nothing 
existed ? 

11. Why do you think that all things which we see 
began to exist ? 

12. Name the three ways in one of which these things 
began to exist. (a) Why could they not create them- 
selves? (b) Why do they not exist by chance? (c) 
How, then, were they brought into existence ? 

13. Show why the Being who created all things is 
eternal. 

14. Why all-powerful? 

15. Why all-wise? 

16. Why all-good? 

17. Why unchangeable ? 
13. Who, then, made the universe? 
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19. Give the attributes which we have discovered. 

20. What is the second general argument for the 
existence of God? 

21. Who have believed this? 

22. Is it general? The inference? 

23. Give the first objection to this argument. How do 
you meet this? 

24. Give the second objection. How do you answer 
this? 

25. Give the third general argument for the existence 
of God. 

26. What are the assertions of Atheism ? 

27. What is the first absurdity it demands? 

28. What the second ? 

29. What the third ? 

30. What the fourth? Illustrate. 

31. What of protoplasm ? 

32. What of an endless series ? 

33. The argument from a chain ? 

34. How do you apply the argument? 

35. Who, then, says there is no God? 


CTACP 2. By elite 
THE SACRED SCRIPTURES. 


Is the book which we call the Bible true? 
This is a question of vast moment, and it is 
one, too, which deeply concerns the human 
race. 

Before entering directly upon the argument 
in favor of the authenticity of the Scriptures, 
attention is called to the three following 
propositions: 7 

First. A supernatural revelation is possible. 

God has revealed himself to us in the works 
of nature, but there are many questions con- 
cerning our present and eternal interests, 
which that revelation does not, and cannot, 
answer—questions concerning the soul’s im-. 
mortality, how we became sinners, whether or 
not there is a remedy for sin, etc. Is it not 
possible, then, that God, as our tender, loving 
Father, would be inclined to relieve our minds 
on tnese vital points? To deny this is, at 
once, to limit the goodness and wisdom of 
God. 

Second. The kind of revelation of which 

(28) 
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we are speaking is not only possible, but 
desirable, | 

Some of the wisest philosophers, as Socrates 
and others, have expressed their hopes of such 
arevelation. Z’ruth is what the soul thirsts 
for—not speculation nor conjecture. Reason, 
like the eye, has its limits, and it is just as 
absurd for the former to attempt to grapple 
with subjects beyond its power, as it is for the 
latter to try to gain a knowledge of objects 
beyond the ken of vision. Without such 
assistance, then, as revelation affords, even the 
most gigantic intellect will be in doubt, if not 
in despair, in regard to matters of the great- 
est moment. Then, is it not desirable? 

Third. A revelation is not only possible 
and desirable, but it is necessary. 

The latter assertion 1s manifest from the 
following considerations: 

(a) Human opinions are not a sufficient 
guide in judging of human conduct; for they 
are often, in this particular, various, change- 
able, and even contradictory. 

(6) Human reason is not sufficient; for 
among those who claim to be guided by it, 
some worship the true God, some his works, 
some the works of their own hands, and some 
no God at all, though all have the same book 
of nature, and all have the power of reason 
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(c) The whole character of God cannot be 
fully disclosed through the material world 
any more than that of a mechanic can be 
clearly revealed by the machine which he has 
made. 


(4) The moral condition of the ancient 
heathen is proof Bee of the necessity of 
a revelation. 


Heathen writers themselves admit that in- 
fanticide, theft, and crimes too shocking to be 
even named, were not only permitted, but 
even encouraged. Socrates, Plato, Seneca, 
Cicero, ete., the wisest and best of the 
heathen race, were addicted to crimes which 
are revolting to common decency. 

The same is true of the modern heathen. 

The Hindoos acknowledge one Supreme 
Being, but they never worship him. Their 
religious books encourage self-murder, human 
sacrifices, and the burning of widows upon 
the graves of their husbands. 


The Chinese burn gold-paper before their 
idols, supposing that i¢ will become money in 
another world, and help the departed spirits 
to pay their way to heaven. 

The inhabitants of Bengal, while they have 
one Supreme Deity, yet have three hundred 
and thirty millions of other gods. They be- 
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lieve that when a man dies he will rise again 
in the form of a cat, dog, worm, ete. 

The Thugs of India waylay and murder 
strangers as acts of religious duty. Their 
wickedness surpasses description. Their 
females are despised as soon as they are born, 
and among some of the tribes are immedi- 
ately put to death. 

The New Zealanders glory in war. They 
kill and eat their prisoners, and consider the 
Supreme Being as a great, invisible man- 
eater. 

Now, it is the Bible alone which makes us 
differ from all these nations. Without it we 
would be like them—ignorant, superstitious, — 
and cruel. 

Then, with the foregoing facts before us, 
may we not conclude that a revelation is 
possible, desirable, and necessary? But the 
great question which so deeply concerns us is, 
“Ts the book which we call the Bible that revela- 
tion?” — 

The word Bible, derived from the Greek 
word Bib-los, means book—the book, by way of 
eminence. The contents of the Bible are 
ealled the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments. The term Scriptures means 
writings—the writings. 

The sacred writings which were penned 
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before the coming of Christ, are called the 
Old Testament; those which were afterwards 
penned, by the apostles and evangelists, are 
called the New Testament. The word festa- 
ment means a covenant, both in the Hebrew 
and Greek languages. 

In the Old Testament there are thirty-nine 
books, as follows: 

Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, 
Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1 
Samuel, 2 Samuel, 1 Kings, 2 Kings ed 
Chronicles, 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, 
Esther, Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, 
Solomon’s Song, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamen- 
tations, Ezekiel, Daniel, Hosea, Joel, Amos, 
Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, 
Aephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. 

In the New Testament there are twenty- 
seven, and the following is the list: 

Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts, Ro- 
mans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, 
Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 Thessa- 
Jonians, 2 Thessalonians, 1 Timothy, 2 Tim- 
othy, Titus, Philemon, Hebrews, James, 1 
Peter, 2 Peter, 1 John, 2 John, 3 John, Jude, 
Revelation. 

As will be seen, the books commonly ealled 
the Apocrypha, sometimes appended to the 
Old Testament, are not included, for the 
simple reason that they do not belong to the 
Sacred Canon. That: they do not belong to 
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the Sacred Scriptures is evident, for the fol- 
lowing reasons: 

(a) The authors of them do not claim to be 
Inspired. 

(6) They neither agree with themselves nor 
with the Holy Scriptures. 

(c) The Jews never acknowledged them to 
be of Divine authority, as they were written 
after the days of Malachi, with whom the 
spirit of prophecy ceased, as they universally 
believed. 

(d) They are never quoted by Christ and 
his apostles. 

‘(e) They were never received in the first 
ages of the Christian Church as Canonical 
Scripture. 

The proof or evidence that the Bible is a 
divinely-inspired book, may be divided into 
three kinds or classes, internal, external, and 
experimental. 

(1) Internal evidence. 

Of this evidence we cannot give a better 
summary than the following: 

(a) The excellence of the matter contained 
in the sacred volume. 

This may well claim our attention, for no 
other book in the world, nor all other books 
combined, can be compared with the Bible. 
Jt is in this alone that we are fully taught 
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the nature of God, our duty to him, the way 
of salvation, ete. It gives us the only 
rational account of the creation of the world, 
of the original formation and state of man, 
of the introduction of moral evil into the 
world, of the general deluge, and of the early 
history of mankind. The truth is, in com- 
parison with what the Scriptures teach on 
these subjects, all the writings of heathen 
philosophers, legislators, and sages, are dark- 
ness itself. 

By whom, then, was this truly wonderful 
book written? The answer is at hand—it 
was written in a country scarcely thought 
worthy of notice by the great ancient heathen 
nations; written, too, by men whom these 
very nations despised as barbarians. A con- 
siderable part of it was written by shepherds, 
and peasants, and fishermen! Could such a 
book be produced by such men, and under 
such circumstances, unless God had revealed 
his mind and will to them, and taught them 
how and what to write? Impossible, utterly 
impossible! 'To believe that such a book could 
have been written without Divine aid, is 
equivalent to believing that an effect can exist 
without an adequate cause. 

(6) The effects which the Bible has pro- 
duced, prove that it is divine. 
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The religion of the Bible has converted 
Atheists, Deists, Pagans, philosophers, Jewish 
infidels, and Christian moralists. It has 
instructed the wise, raised up the bowed 
down, solaced the mournful, and reclaimed 
the multitude. It has done almost infinitely 
more in informing and enlightening mankind, 
in making them better in all respects, than all! 
the writings of the heathen sages that have 
ever been given to the world. How has it 
accomplished these grand results? There is 
but one answer, it is “the power and the 
wisdom of God.” 

(c) The majesty of the style of the Bible 
is another evidence of its divine origin. 

The style of the Scriptures surpasses that of 
all other writings. The language and doc- 
trines respecting God and Christ, angels and 
men, time and eternity, which they contain, 
are such as none but God could impart and 
teach. The writings of Socrates and Plato, 
of Cicero and Seneca, the wisest of the 
ancients, are base and vulgar in comparison 
with the Bible. A distinguished writer, in 
comparing one of the most sublime passages 
of Homer with one of the Psalms of David, 
said that “the extract from Homer, in this 
comparison, appears as a mere Grub-street 
performance,” Who gaye these writers such 
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sublimity of style? There is only one way to 
account for it. These writers were raised 
above themselves by Divine inspiration—it 
was God speaking through them! 

(d) The harmony or agreement of all the 
parts of the Bible, is another evidence of its 
divinity. 

This harmony of the sacred writers, when 
properly viewed, is truly wonderful. These 
writers were of different ranks in life, and of 
different education, and they wrote at periods 
of time far distant from each other, and on 
subjects very dissimilar, but there is a per- 
fect agreement in all their writings. God 
was six days in making the world, but in 
making the Bible it required fifteen hundred 
years! Yet all the sacred writings of this 
long period constitute one beautiful, harmo- 
nious whole, just as complete and as perfectly 
adapted to each other as are the works of 
creation. How can we explain this? There 
is one way only to solve the problem. God 
did all the thinking, and men wrote only 
what God commanded them to write. 

(e) The full discovery which the Bible 
makes of the only way of man’s salvation, 
affords strong evidence of its divine origin. 

The insuperable difficulty among the best 


_of the heathen philosophers and moralists, 
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was to collect any entirely satisfactory evi- 
dence of the immortality of the soul, and 
that God would both forgive and reward the 
penitent sinner. How can these things be 
certainly known without a revelation? That 
reason might throw some light on these sub- 
jects, and excite some hope in regard to them, 
we admit. On such momentous questions, 
however, the mind demands certainty, not 
conjecture; but this never could be obtained 
except by a revelation from God, the author 
of immortality and of salvation. Indeed, the 
plan of salvation never did enter, and never 
could have entered, the mind of any human 
being, if it had not been revealed. But in 
the Bible we have it. “ Life and immortality 
are brought to ight in the gospel;”.and here, 
and only here, the only plan of redeeming 
mercy is clearly and gloriously exhibited. 

(2) HMxternal evidence. | 

Of this kind of evidence the following is a 
brief summary : 

(a) The writers of the Bible claim to speak 
by the authority of God. 

Moses says tliat God spoke to him “face to 
face;” and Joshua declares that the Lord 
spoke to him. David said: “The spirit of 
the Lord spake by me, and his word was in 
my tongue.” Paul says, “I neither received 
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it of man, neither was I taught it but by the 
revelation of Jesus Christ.” Again he says: 
“Which things also we speak, not in the 
words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but 
which the Holy Ghost teacheth.” Surely, 
language could not be more explicit. 

The writers of the Bible, then, claimed to 
be inspired. Now, the question is, were they 
men of truth? They certainly were, for they 
were willing to seal their testimony with their 
blood, and many of them did so. They 
were plain, honest men, and they could not 
have been deceived in regard to their state- 
ments. All the governments of the world 
were opposed to the religion which they 
taught, and, consequently, they could not 
even hope for honor or wealth. To suppose, 
then, that they were impostors, is to charge 
them with acting, not only without motive, 
but contrary to all the motives which influ- 
ence men. 

The writers were certainly either good men 
or bad men. If they were good men they 
would not tell willful falsehoods—would not 
say that God spake to them unless it was so. 
If they were bad men they would not spend 
their lives in writing a book which not only 
denounced, in the severest terms, all liars, but 
every other form of sin, as the Bible does. 
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The conelusion, then, is inevitable that these 
writings are true. : 

(0) All history, so far as it speaks upon ik 
subject, declares that the Bible, ever since its 
existence, has been considered to be a revela- 
tion from God. 

When we take a calm survey.of the Sacred 
Scriptures, one of the first things demanding 
our attention is their remarkable antiquity. 
While the most ancient of Pagan records are 
soon lost in “darkness impenetrable,’ the 
Bible carries us back, without myth or fable, 
to the primal birth of our race. Of all the 
writings known to the world, the Sacred 
Scriptures are the most ancient, and they 
contain a record which is of the deepest in- 
terest to the human family. This antiquity, 
too, has been claimed for the Old Testament, 
not only by Christians from the earliest age 
of the Christian Church, but by the whole 
Jewish nation, from the commencement of all 
historic record. Nor has this ever been con- 
tested by the earliest Pagan writers, even 
when they were engaged in a direct crusade 
against this revelation. It is capable of 
absolute proof. that Plato, and Pythagoras, 
and other Greelx philosophers, copied from 
Moses. How, then, could records, older than 
any or all of the records of human genius, 
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originate at so early a period, or maintain the 
influence which they have so long wielded, 
unless they had been Divinely revealed? 

(c) The wonderful preservation of the 
Seriptures is another argument in favor of 
their Divine origin. 

The Jews, from the beginning, have pre- 
served the Old Testament with the most 
vigilant care. One entire tribe—the tribe of 
Levi—was charged with the custody of the 
Book of the Law. Besides the copies in 
actual use in the synagogues, extra copies 
were carefully kept in the archives of the 
temple. The manuscripts were transcribed 
with great caution and exactness. The alter- 
ation of a letter would condemn a copy to 
the flames. The Jews even recorded the 
number of words and letters 11 each manu- 
script, and marked the middle letter as a 
safeguard against corruption. 

But while good men have done all in their 
power to preserve the Scriptures, yet it is a 
fact which cannot be disputed, that the Bible 
is, of all books, most hated by wicked men. 
The emperors of Rome—the most powerful 
rulers in the world—tried, for three hundred 
years, to destroy the Scriptures. One of 
them, Diocletian, thought he had done so. 
Te had murdered so many Christians, and 
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destroyed so many manuscripts, that he had a 
medal struck, bearing this motto: “The 
Christian religion is destroyed, and the worship 
of the gods restored.” Suppose that emperor 
could now return, and see the Bible going 
through all the nations of the world, and in 
their respective languages too, what would he 
think of that medal? 

Though the Bible has been the object of 
hatred and opposition, and subjected to the 
fiercest assaults in every age, yet it stands as 
an imperishable superstructure. What can 
be found in all the world of. earthly origin 
that has weathered so many storms, or passed 
through so many conflicts? What but the 
special providence of God can account for its 
preservation? The fact that the Bible now 
exists after the conflict of ages, is a strong 
argument in favor of its Divine origin. 

(1) The miracles recorded in the Bible 
show that it is a revelation from God. 

A miracle is defined to be “an eftect con- 
trary to the established constitution and 
course of things, or a deviation from the 
known laws of nature.’ Though many of 
the false religions which have been propa- 
gated in the world, have professed to have 
miracles connected with their pretensions, yet 
it is an undeniable fact that the religion of 
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the Bible is the only one, since the foundation 
of the world, whose adherents are willing to 
risk its claims upon miracles wrought in the 
presence of friends and enemies. Mohammed 
did not found his pretensions on miracles. 
He disclaimed this. It is true he professed to 
have Divine communications; but they were 
all in secret. © His religion was propagated by 
the sword, not by argument. 

Infidels have scoffed at the idea of miracles; 
and, in a separate chapter in this little book, 
their arguments, such as they are, will be 
examined. But let us ask a few plain, simple 
questions. Who established the laws of 
nature? Cannot the power that established 
them, suspend them at pleasure? Are the 
laws of nature greater than the power which 
brought them into existence? If so, then an 
effect can be greater than the cause, which is 
perfectly absurd. Why, then, may not God 
work miracles? No mortal can give a single 
reason why he should not. And that these 
miracles were wrought, is susceptible of posi- 
tive proof, as we shall see in the proper place. 
They “were not done im a corner,”~ put 
publicly, and sometimes before thousands of 
witnesses—enemies as well as friends—nor 
were they ever disputed by those among 
whom they were performed. 
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Inasmuch, then, as no one can suspend the 
laws of nature but God himself, and inasmuch 
as these laws were often suspended in work- 
ing miracles to enforce the claims of the 
religion of the Bible, we at once see that they 
constitute an unanswerable argument in favor 
of the authenticity of the Scriptures. 

.»(e) The prophecies and their fulfillment 
Constitute another argument in favor of the 
truth of the Bible. 

Prophecy is a mir 
declaration of something future—beyond the 
power of human sagacity to calculate. That 
prophecies were made, and that they have 
been literally fulfilled, no sane man can deny. 
For example, the prophecies in regard to 
Ham and his descendants—“‘a servant of 
servants;” in regard to Ishmael—‘a wild 
man;” in regard to Nineveh, Tyre, Babylon, 
and Jerusalem—‘shall be destroyed;” in 
regard to the Jews—“shall be led away 
captive into all nations;”—all of which 
prophecies have been literally fulfilled, as 
profane history testifies. 

As this subject will likewise be discussed in 
aseparate chapter in this work, the matter 
is at present dismissed, with the following © 
remarks: Foreknowledge belongs to. God 
alers. He, therefore, who foreknows and 
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foretells events, must be God, or some person 
whom he has inspired. Consequently, the 
prophecies mentioned in the Scriptures, some 
of them uttered and written thousands of 
years ago, which have been fulfilled, and are 
now fulfilling, with perfect exactness, are a 
main pillar in supporting their divinity, and 
do positively prove them to be a message 
from God to man 

(3) RH evidence. | 

Of all classes of evidence, experimental is 
the most convincing and the most satisfactory. 
What aman sees and fee/s he kNows, nor can 
any process of argument convince him to the 
contrary. 

Philosophy teaches us to judge of the cause 
by the effect; and it is the dictate of reason to 
judge of the tree by its fruit. 

Let us apply these plain, common-sense 
principles to the Sacred Scriptures. They 
profess to accomplish, for all those who be- 
heve and obey them, what nothing of an 
earthly character can do. The religion which 
they reveal claims to be a remedy for that 
most inveterate of all diseases, called Sry. 
The Bible virtually says to all men, “Try the 
remedy for yourselves,” and then it adds, with 
emphasis, “By their fruits ye shall know 
them.” 
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The question, then, is, Has the Bible 
proved itself true by the influence it 
exerts ? 

(a) Let us see its effects upon nations. 

When the island of Great Britain was first 
discovered it was inhabited by savages—by 
people so degraded that the discoverer said 
they conld not be made profitable to his 
people as servants or slaves.  In‘this sad and 
deplorable condition they remained, too, until 
the Bible was carried there by the missionary 
of the Cross. But, in a little while, compara- 
tively, this island of savages was transformed 
into a nation of noble, Christian men. What 
did this work? There is but one answer— 
the Bible. 

The same is true of the ancient inhabitants 
of the most powerful nations that exist at the 
present day. And to see the superiority of 
Christian over Pagan and Mohammedan 
countries, all that is necessary is to glance at 
the nations of the world. In Christian 
countries we find intelligence, refinement, . 
civilization—in brief, everything that can 
ennoble or render a people prosperous and 
happy. In Pagan and Mohammedan coun- 
tries we find the very reverse—barbarism, 
despotism, superstition, vileness, wretched- 
ness, misery: | 
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Now, what makes this difference? Eng- 
land’s noble sovereign, Queen Victoria, solved 
the problem, when, in reply to an African 
ruler who asked the secret of England’s 
greatness, she said, holding the Bible in her 
hand, ‘“ Venerable sire, this is the secret of 
Hngland’s greatness.” ‘Then she added, “It is 
not her standing armies, not her manufactures, 
not her ships of commerce; but the religion 
of Jesus Christ.” . 

(6) Let us now see its effects upon indi- 
viduals. 

The Bible claims that the doctrines which 
it teaches will make man_ better—a better 
citizen, a better neighbor, a better husband, a 
better father, yea, will regenerate his soul and 
make him “a new creature.” 

Are these claims well founded? Let us see. 
The fruits of the Spirit, according to the 
teachings of the Scriptures are, “Love, joy, 
peace, long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, 
faith, meekness, temperance.” The things 
which the Bible condemns are, “ Adultery, 
fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idola- 
try, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, 
wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, 
murders, drunkenness, revelings, and such 
like.” Now, let every candid man on earth 
look at these two classifications and say 
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which will make the best citizen—the best 
man? Why, a child could answer. 

But the great question is, Does the Bible 
infuse those blessed graces, just enumerated, 
into the hearts and lives of its followers? 
The answer is at hand, J¢ does. It has always 
done so; and we see examples of it every day 
now as we mix and mingle with society. 

As to what it did in the early history of 
the Christian religion, read the letter of Pliny 
to the Emperor Trajan. The latter was a 
most cruel persecutor of Christians, and the 
former was, in some respects, one of his 
wicked instruments. We have space for only 
a part of the letter. But Pliny, in speaking 
of the Christians whom he, by order of 
Trajan, was murdering, says: ‘They were 
accustomed, on a stated day, to meet together 
before day, to sing a hymn to Christ in 
concert, and to bind themselves by a solemn 
oath not to commit any wickedness, but, on 
the contrary, to abstain from theft, robbery, 
and adultery; also, never to violate their 
promise nor deny a pledge committed to 
them.” What a compliment does this perse- 
cutor thus pay to the religion which he was 
assisting to destroy! 

As to what this religion is doing now, all 
we have to do is to look about us. In our 
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own. life-time, how many bad men has it 
changed? How many happy homes has it 
made? How many vices has it corrected? 
Ifow many churches has it built? Mow 
many schools has it founded? How many 
good governments has it established? How 
many Wholesome laws has it enacted? In 
short, what have we that is good which is not 
directly or indirectly the gift of the Bible? 

very Christian now living, or that ever 
has lived, is a standing monument of the 
truth of the Bible. What a wonderful array 
of testimony has the Church, in every age, 
set before the world! Multiplied thousands, 
under the most trying circumstances, have 
sealed the truth of their profession with their 
blood. A-“noble army: of martyrs” has 
shouted the praise of God even amid the 
flames! Now, we ask, Is the testimony of all 
these Christians of no avail? 

Infidelity may rage, like an infuriated 
demon, over such testimony, but its rantings 
are “vanities and lies.” True, it may know 
nothing of this self-witnessing evidence, but 
what does that amount to? Its testimony is 
negative, but a million of negatives cannot 
overturn one positive. The blind may say 
that the sun does not shine; but because he 
does not enjoy the light, is that any evidence 
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that the light does not exist? The testimony 
of an unbeliever is not opposing testimony ; it 
is simply no testimony at all. It would be 
worse than childish for a jury to pronounce ¢ 
man innocent of the crime for which he is 
arraigned, because ten men, or ten thousand 
men, may declare, under oath, that they did 
not see him commit the deed. The testimony 
of two credible witnesses to a fact, which 
they themselves had observed, would over- 
turn the negatives of half the world. 
Negation, in the law of evidence, is nothing; 
it is simply opposing nothing to something! 

Christians, then, are living, positive witnesses 
for God’s truth; they snow that the Bible is 
not of man, and they know this fact just as 
well as they know that water will slake thirst 
or that bread will satisfy hunger. They have 
tested it. The Bible to them is a book of 
promises, “exceeding great and precious 
promises.” These promises bloom upon this 
Tree of Life like the blossoms of spring, nor 
do they deceive us when autumn comes, and 
the fruit is to be gathered. 

Read, if you please, the long catalogue of 
good and great men and women who were 
made thus great by the Bible, and then 
contrast this list with that which infidelity 
has given to the world, The latter were bad. 
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men, bad citizens—bad anything! Blount 
committed suicide because he was not per- 
mitted to form an incestuous marriage; 
Tyndal was notoriously infamous; Voltaire 
was mean and detestable; Bolingbroke was 
a vicious man; Hume was an advocate of 
adultery and self-murder; Paine was the slave 
of low and degrading habits; and Rousseau 
was an abandoned sensualist. What a list! 
Then, “judging the tree by its fruit,’ who 
can doubt the truth of the Bible? Could 
man make a book that could exert such a 
hallowed influence upon the world ?—a book 
that has never failed to elevate socially, 
morally, and intellectually, every nation that 
has received its hght?’—a book that can bless 
the living, console the bereaved, and comfort 
the dying?—a book superior to all other 
books combined? Never, no never! As well 
might we ask, Could man stretch forth the 
heavens as a curtain, fix the sun in its orbit, 
and sprinkle the sky with countless stars? 
Then let us cling to the Bible as our hghbt 
and salwation, as our only solid ground of 
comfort and hope, not only in this life, but in, 
that which is to come, for truly can it be 
said: ‘Blessed is he that keepeth the sayings 
of the prophecy of this book.” The Psalmist 
simply uttered the experience of every devout 
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believer when he said: “Thy word is a lamp 
unto my feet, and a light unto my path. Thy 
testimonies are wonderful: therefore doth my 
soul keep them.” 


THE INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES. 


Having proved that the Bible is a divinely- 
inspired book, it may not be out of place to 
say a few words upon the subject of 
inspiration. 

In regard to the manner of Divine inspira- 
tion there are two opinions: 

First. That the Spirit of God inspired the 
thoughts, but that the writers were left to the 
selection of their own words. 

Second. That every word was suggested to 
them by the Spirit of God, and that the 
writers did nothing but pen the words which 
were suggested to them. This is called verbal 
inspiration. 

Each theory has strong advocates, but the 
preponderance of authority is certainly in 
favor of the latter method—verbal inspira- 
tion. 

Tt is a fact, which no one will call in 
question, that we think in words. Words are 
the vehicles of thought as well as of communi- 
cation. It is as impossible to think without. 
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words as it is to speak without words. This 
being true, how could God make a revelation 
to man without words? and if words were 
employed to convey the will or mind of God, 
the question arises, Whose words were thus 
employed? Most certainly these were God’s, 
else they could not be a revelation from him. 
The ideas could not have been given without 
the words, because without them they could 
not have been conceived. 

The following passages of Scripture, too, 
most certainly teach that the very words were 
inspired: “The Holy Ghost by the mouth of 
David spake.” (Actsi. 16.) ‘ Well spake the 
Holy Ghost by Esaias the prophet.” (Acts 
xxvii. 25.) “Holy men of old spake as they 
were moved by the Holy Ghost.” (2 Pet..1. 
21.) “The Spirit speaketh expresshy” jim 
express words]. (1 Tim. iv. 1.) 


THE TRANSLATIONS OF THE SCRIPTURES. 


The Old Testament was written in Hebrew; 
the New Testament in Greek. The former 
was translated into Greek, at Alexandria, 
nearly 3800 years B.C. It is called the 
Septuagint, which means seventy, because it 1s 
supposed to be the work of seventy-two of 
the learned Jews, who are usually called the 
interpreters—seventy being a round number. 


THE SACRED SCRIPTURES. 53 


The first person who translated the Bible 
into Eng\sh, was John Wickliff, who has 
been called the “morning star” of the 
Reformation. This translation was circulated 
in manuscript, as the art of printing was not 
invented until about fifty years afterward. 
~ The first printed edition of the New Testa- 
_ ment was published by William Tyndale, A. 
D. 1526, who was compelled to go to foreign 
lands to complete the work, and who at last 
died a martyr to the truth. There were 
several translations of the whole Bible made 
after this, but the one now in use, called 
“ King James's Translation,’ was made in the 
reign of James I. It was commenced A. D. 
1607, and it took about three years to complete 
it. The work of translation was committed 
to fifty-four of the most learned” men of 
England. The number, however, was re- 
duced, chiefly by death, to forty-seven. This 
number was formed into six divisions, to each 
of which a separate portion of Scripture was 
given, and every member of each division was 
to take the chapters appointed for the whole 
division. ‘Then the whole division met, com- 
pared their work, agreed upon any differences 
which they found, and then passed their work 
on to other divisions to be further considered. 
In case they were not all agreed, the most 
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able men of each division. were chosen to 
decide. And lastly, the whole was revised by 
very learned men, chosen for that purpose. 
The result of such care and talent was, of 
course, a correct translation of the Word of 
God—the most correct translation, by far, 
ever made of any book up to that time. 

The Scriptures, in Hebrew and Greek, are 
divided into paragraphs or sections, or else 
into lines as poetry. In the year A. D. 1551, 
however, a printer named Robert Stephens, 
broke up the New Testament into small por- 
tions or verses.. In a short time the Old 
Testament was divided in the same way. 
The italicized words in our version are not 
found in the original text, but are needed in 
our language to make the meaning plain and 
complete. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IL. 


Question 1. Why is a revelation possible? 

2. Why desirable ? Be 

3. Why necessary? (a) Whatof human opinions? (b) 
What of human reason? (c) Can the whole character 
of God be revealed through material things? (d) What 
of the condition of the ancient heathen? The modern? 

. What is the meaning of the word Bible ? 
. What is the Old Testament ? 

. What is the New Testament? 

. The meaning of the word Testament? 

8. How many books in the Old Testament? Give the 
list in order. 

9. How many books in the New Testament? Givethe 
list in order. 

10. What can you say of the Apocrypha? (a) Their 
‘authors? (b) Their agreement? (c) Opinion of the 
Jews? (d) Quoted by Christ and his apostles? - (é) 
Were they received as canonical in the early days of the 
Christian Church ? 

11. Give the three classes of evidence upon which we 
rely to prove the Bible true. 

12. What is the first? (a) What of the excellence of 
the matter? (b) Give some of the effects of the Bible. 
(c) What of the style? (d) The harmony of its parts? 
(e) What in regard to man’s salvation ? 
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13. What is the second general argument? (a) What 
do the writers claim? (6) What says all history? 
(c) What of their preservation? (d) What do miracles 
prove’? (e) The prophecies? 

14. What is the third general argument? (a) The 
effects of the Bible upon nations? Give instances. 
(b) Its effects upon individuals? Jexplain this in full. 
Give the substance of -Pliny’s letter. Show what the 
Bible has done. Show the fallacy of negative testimony. 
Give the testimony of Christians. 

15. What of the moral character of noted infidels ? 

16. Give the two theories of aspiration. 

17. Which do you adopt? Why ? 

18. Give scriptures to show that the words were 
inspired. 

19. In what language was the Old Testament written? 

20. The New Testament? | 

21. Tell what you know of the Septuagint. When 
was i¢ made ? 

22. Who first translated the Bible into English? 

23. Who published the first printed edition of the 
New Testament? When? What became of him ? 

24. Can vou give a full history of ‘“‘ King James’s 
translation?”? When made? 

25. What.of its accuracy ? 

6. When was the New Testament divided into verses ? 
7. Who did it? 
8. What of the italicized words in our version ? 
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CHAPTER [III. 
THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


Havine proved that there is a God, and 
that the Bible is true, the next point of special 
interest is to learn something of the attributes 
of that great Being. 

Though much can be learned from the 
light of nature in reference to the character 
of God, yet owing to the imbecility and im- 
perfections of. our reasoning powers, we need 
_assistance from some other source, to give us 
correct views,upon a matter so vital to our 
“present and eternal interests. That assist- 

anee we have in the blessed Bible; and hav- 

| ing found it to be a true and faithful witness, 
we can now use it as testimony in settling 
questions which are too profound for the 
human intellect. | 

The attributes of God are the several per- 
fections of his nature by which he manifests 
himself to his intelligent creatures, and by 
which he is distinguished from them; or, to 
make the definition still more brief, they are 


the different parts of his character. They 
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are called attributes because God ascribes 
them to himself; and they are called perfec- 
tions because they are the several representa- 
tives of that one Perfection. 

These attributes are divided into two 
classes—natural and moral. 

(1) The natural attributes of God. 

Natural attributes are those qualities or 
perfections which do not necessarily involve 
moral character. They are self-existence, 
eternity, immutability, omnipresence, omnis- 
clence, omnipotence, and unity. | 

(a) Self-existence. | 

By the self-existence of God is meant that 
he has the cause of his existence within him- 
‘self, and is not dependent for it upon any 
being or power without: himself. In other 
words, there is no reason or ground of his 
existence out of himself. That he is self- 
existent is evident from the fact that he is 
the author of all created things, and that he 
himself could not be created by any other 
being, but must be uncaused and eternal; 
and from the fact that a first cause of all 
things could not be indebted for its existence 
to other things which did not yet exist. 

But the Scriptures settle this question 
forever. (See Gen. i. 1; Ex. ii. 14; Acts 
Xvu. 24-29.) | 
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(6) Eternity. 

By his eternity is meant existence without 
beginning or end. There never was a time 
when God did not exist, and there never will 
be a time when he will not exist. That God 
possesses this perfection or attribute is evident 
from his self-existence, and from the express 
declarations of the Scriptures. (See Ps. xe. 
oy ev. 1. 8; Deut. xxxiil. 27.) 

(c) Iramutability. 

By the immutability of God is meant his 
unchangeableness in his essence, perfections, 
purposes, promises, and threatenings. Any 
natural change in God would involve imper- 
_ fection, either in his former or in his subsequent 
state. This perfection of his nature is proved 
from his self-existence and from his eternity, 
from the unchanging order exhibited in the 
works of creation and providence, and from 
the Bible. . (See Ps. xxxiii. 11; James i. 17; 
Wop xxii. 19.) 

(d) Omnipresence. 

By omnipresence is meant that God is 
actually present at all times and in all parts 
of the universe. This is evident from his 
constant agency in every part of creation. It 
1s also taught in the Scriptures. (See Ps 
exxxix. 7-10; Acts xvii. 28.) 

(e) Omniscience. 
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By God’s omniscience or wisdom is meant 
his perfect knowledge of all things without 
limitation. His knowledge extends to all 
times—past, present, and future; and to all 
places, creatures, and  events—distinetly, 
infallibly, and perpetually. That God is 
possessed of this perfection, is evident from 
his purposes and designs; from his being the 
creator, preserver, and governor of all things; 
and from the positive declarations of Seript- 
ure. . {See- Ps:-xer. 95. 105 “ete saye 
Heb. iv. 18.) 

(f) Omnipotenee. 

By the omnipotence of God is meant his 
ability to do whatever, in the nature of 
things, is not impossible, or does not involve - 
contradiction. That God is thus powerful, 
is manifest from his creating, preserving, and 
governing the universe, and from the Bible 
itself. (See Rev. xix. 6; Luke i. 37;: Matt. 
x1x. 26.) 

(g) Unity. 

By this attribute is meant his oneness of 
essence or nature. When it is said: that God 
is one, the meaning is that there is but one 
self-existent. being. The truth is, there ean- 
not be more than one infinite being. One 
infinite and perfect being necessarily and 
absolutely precludes a second—there cannot 
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be two infinities of the same object or thing. 
That God possesses this attribute, may be 
argued from his natural perfections; from 
the unity of design in the works of creation 
and providence; from there being no neces- 
sity for more than one God; and from the 
Scriptures themselves. (See Deut. iv. 35; 
vi. 4; 1 Cor. vii. 4; Eph. iv. 6.) 

(2) The moral attributes of God. 

The moral attributes of God are those 
which give character to him as amoral being. 
They are wisdom, holiness, justice, good- 
ness, and truth. 

(2) Wisdom. 

This stands first among God’s moral attri- 
butes. It is partly a natural, as well as a 
moral, perfection, for it unites the omniscience 
and goodness of God in accomplishing the 
greatest good in the universe; or it consists 
in knowing and choosing the best ends, or in 
knowing, choosing, and adopting the best 
means for the accomplishment of those ends. 
This attribute is proved from the Divine 
omniscience and goodness; from creation, 
providence, and redemption; and from posi- 
tive Scripture declarations. (See Ps. cxix. 
beeen ies; Rom. xi. 33;. Col. i. 3.) 

(6) Holiness. 

By the holiness of God is meant the infinite 
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moral purity of his character—his perfect 
freedom from all sin. That God possesses 
this attribute, is evident from his works of 
creation and providence; from his treatment 
of all moral beings; and from the teachings 
of his Word. (See Isa. i. 4; vi. 8; Lev. xix. 
eer Koti: 

(c) Justice. 

By the justice of God is meant a disposi- 
tion to do no wrong to any, and a disposition 
to do right by every one, or the rendering 
unto all their due. This attribute prompts 
God both to reward and to punish, and is 
exercised in conferring favors upon the good 
and in inflicting punishment upon the unholy. 
That God possesses this attribute, may be 
argued from his other perfections, from the 
displays of his justice in the moral world, 
and from the Scriptures. (See Ps. cxix. 137; 
Jer. xvil. 10; Acts x. 34, 35; Rom. ii. 6.) 

(d) Goodness. 

By the goodness of God is meant a dispo- 
sition to bestow upon all his creatures, both 
in time and in eternity, every blessing which 
is consistent for him, in view of the highest 
good of the universe, to bestow. This 
attribute is proved from the works of creation 
and providence, and from the Bible. (See 
Ps. ocx1x.. 08; ‘cxly, 3,/9 >" John iieton) 
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(e) Truth. 

By- the truth of God is meant that his 
declarations may always be relied on as 
sincere, and that the utterances which he has 
made, whether they be promises or threaten- 
ings, will most certainly be verified. This 
attribute is proved from his moral perfection 
and from his Holy Word. (See Num. xxiii. 
i lieb: vi. 185 (Psie:d ¢-Revi xv. 3.) 

These attributes of God are still further 
divided into two classes—communicable and 
incommunicable. 

First. The communicable attributes. 

These attributes are called communicable, 
because some resemblance of them is found 
in his creatures—especially in angels and 
men. They are being, wisdom, power, holiness, 
justice, goodness, and truth. 

Second. The incommunicable attributes. 

These are called incommunicable, because no 
resemblance of them whatever is found 
among creatures; nor does it belong to the 
nature of a creature to possess any one of 
them. They belong, and can belong, only to 
God, the infinite fountain of all being and 
excellence. They are infinity, eternity, and 
unchangeableness. 

In the classification of the moral attributes 
of God, it will be seen that mercy is omitted. 
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This was done for the simple reason that 1% is 
not an essential attribute of his being. An 
attribute of God is something that is essential 
to his very existence—would not be God 
without it. Now, mercy means pity for the 
unfortunate and for the miserable, and had 
sin never entered into the werld or into the 
universe, there would have been no place or 
occasion for the exercise of mercy. If, then, 
mercy be an essential attribute, it is evident 
that God possessed an attribute which he 
could not exercise, except by the act of a 
ereature. In other words,.God would be 
dependent upon his creatures for the exercise 
of one of his attributes, which is absurd. 
Notwithstanding mercy is. not an essential 
attribute, yet it is a Scripture-truth that God 
is merciful—is “plenteous in mercy.” The 
whole Bible abounds with passages which 
prove beyond the possibility of doubt that 
God is a most merciful being—is, in the 
language of the Apostle Paul, “7ieh in 
merey.” The truth is, the whole scheme of 
redemption is simply an exhibition of merey— 
compassion and pity for the miserable 
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Qurstion 1. Can we learn all we wish to know of God 
from the light of nature? Why not? 

2. Why can we use the Bible as a witness? 

3. What is meant by the attributes of God? 

4, Into what two @lasses are these divided ? 

5. What do you understand by the natural attributes 
of God? Name them? (a) What by self-existence ? 
Give the scriptures which prove this. (b) What by 
eternity? Give Scripture proofs. (c) What by immu- 
tability? Give the scriptures for this. (d) What by 
omnipresence? Scripture proof. (e) What by omnis- 
cience? Give the scriptures. (f) What by omnipo- 
tence? Prove it by Scripture. (g) What by Unity? 
Give the scriptures. 

6. What do you understand by the moral attributes 
of God? (a) What by wisdom? Prove it. (b) What 
by holiness? Give Bible proof. (c) What by justice? 
Prove it. (d) What by goodness? Scripture proof. 
(e). What by truth? Prove it. 

7. Into what two classes are these attributes again 
divided ? 

8. What are communicable attributes? Name them. 

9. What are incommunicable attributes? Name them. 

10. Is mercy an attribute ? 
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11. What is meant by mercy ? 

12. Why is it not an attribute? 

13. Is God a merciful being? Prove it. 

14. Can you now give a synopsis of the preceding 
chapter, stating in detail the different attributes of Ged, 
the arguments and scripture-texts to prove the same, 
and then show wherein the God of the Bible is superior 
in all respects to the gods whom the heathen worship 
and adore? 


CHAPTER IV. 
THE HOLY TEN LTV 


In a previous chapter the existence of God 
was proved, and that, too, independent of the 
Sacred Scriptures. T’o the thoughtful reader 
of the Bible, however, a curious and interest- 
ing fact is revealed in reference to the manner 
or mode of God’s existence;: for it is there 
clearly taught that though there is only one 
God, yet this one great Being exists in three 
persons—the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost. 

The word Trinity is made up of two Latin 
words, tres, three, and wnus, one; hence it 
means three-one, or as we generally express it, 
three in one. 

Some object to the word Trinity, because 
it is not found in the Bible; but it is unrea- 
sonable to object to appropriate terms, when 
the zdea or sentiment which they convey is 
elearly and frequently found therein. The 
five books of Moses are called the Pentateuch, 
and the Ten Commandments the Decaloyue ; 


‘but these books and laws are no less real 
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because the terms by which»they are known 
are not scriptural. Again, the disciples were 
called Christians at Antioch, A. D. 42 or 48, 
but surely they were as real Christians before 
this name was given to them as they were 
afterward. The truth is, the same mode of 
argument would prove that God is not 
omniscient, omnipresent, etc., etc., because these 
words are not found in the Bible. The’ 
objection, then, that a doctrine is not true 
because the word or phrase which represents 
that doctrine is not found in the Scriptures, 
is perfectly absurd. 

Another objection urged against the doc- 
trine of the Trinity is, that it is mysterious— 
incomprehensible. But the same objection 
would prove that there is no God; for who 
can comprehend a se¢lf-existent Being? Yea, 
who can comprehend a single attribute of his 
Divine character? The same objection, too, 
would disprove our own existence, for who 
can understand the mysterious connection 
between mind and body? The objection 
is based upon a false position. It assumes 
that we ought not to believe any thing 
unless we can comprehend it. If this be 
true, then we would certainly believe but 
little; for, from the smallest insect, up 
through every “link of being’s. endless 
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chain,” there are mysteries—mysteries, too, 
in every object which we contemplate. But 
we, nevertheless, believe in the existence 
of things. Then why be guilty of the great 
absurdity of rejecting the doctrine of the 
Trinity simply because we do not under- 
stand it? | | 

Having made these preliminary statements, 
we are now prepared for the arguments in 
favor of the Trinity of the Godhead. The 
following i is a brief summary : 

(1) Tt has ever been a general belief among 
even heathen nations. 

No one familiar with history will deny that 
traces of this doctrine of the Trinity were 
found among the Egyptians, the Babylonians, 
the Persians, the Phcenicians, the Indians, 
the Greeks, and the Romans. The same is 
said to be true, to some extent, of the modern 
heathen nations. How did this idea origi- 
nate? There i is only one way in which it can 
be accounted for: it came by tradition. The 
doctrine of the Trinity is one of revelation— 
could not possibly have been originated by the 
reasoning powers of man, for it is above 
reason. The heathen nations, then, tc 
which reference has been made, obtained 
their nctions of a Trinity from those who had 
enjoyed the teachings of the Scriptures— 
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ootained this doctrine just as they did their 
idea of the descent of the whole human race 
from.a single pair, the fall of man, the 
deluge, ete., etc. This being true, we see 
how the early race, who enjoyed the light of 
revelation, understood the teachings of the 
Bible. They believed in the Trinity, and the 
doctrine which they received from God him- 
self, was, by tradition, disseminated among 
the nations which had not the Bible. 

This general belief, then, of the doctrine 
of the Trinity among heathen nations, be- 
comes a strong argument in favor of its 
truth; for, as we said previously, it did not 
originate from reason, but from revelation—is 
simply a doctrine which the first progenitors 
of the human family believed and taught, 
and they obtained it from God himself. It 
must, therefore, be true. 

(2) Almost the entire Christian world | wecepts 
the doctrine. 

However widely the various denominations 
of Christians may differ upon other theologi- 
cal points they agree with singular unanimity 
upon the subject of the Trinity—the Episco- 
palians, Presbyterians, Methodists, Baptists, 
Lutherans, Independents, Congregationalists, 
Moravians, Waldenses, and many other 
smaller sects, together with the extensive 
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Churches of Greece and Rome. In other 
words, more than ninety-nine-hundredths of 
the Christian world accept the doctrine of 
the Trinity. What an argument! Who can 
answer it? Who will dare call in question a 
doctrine which has such an indorsement—an 
indorsement not only of the multitude, but of 
the centuries ? 

Some, perhaps, may attempt to weaken the 
force of this argument by referring to the 
Jews—the ancient people of God—as an 
exception. But they are not an exception, for 
they are Trinitarians—believe in Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost—and from them the idea of 
a Trinity was disseminated throughout the 
other nations of the world. The great, the 
fatal mistake, they made, was in rejecting 
Christ as one of the persons in the Godhead— 
in the Trinity; and their sad and sorrowful 
condition to-day, as a people, is a standing 
monument, not only of their folly, but of the 
wrath and curse of a justly incensed Trinity. 
No man, no Church, no people, no nation 
can deny a doctrine so fundamental and 
vital without incurring the maledictions of 
Heaven. 

Who, then, can doubt a doctrine supported 
by such: an army of witnesses—witnesses 
from. all “tribes and kindred” throughout 
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the past ages? Just as well doubt that water 
will slake thirst, or that bread will satisfy 
hunger, or call in question any other truth 
which all people, in all ages, have accepted. 

(3) The Trinity of the Godhead is positively 
and unequivocally taught in the Sacred Script- 
ures. 

The following is a summary of the script- 
ural argument : 

(a) The plural form of the word which we 
translate God. | 

The Hebrew word which means God is 
Hlohim (pronounced #/-o-heem), and is in the 
plural number, the singular being Hloah 
(pronounced //-o-ar). For illustration, if we 
translate literally we will have: ‘In’ the 
beginning Gods created the heavens and the 
earth.” The plural, too, is used in that very 
precept which prohibits the worship of any 
God but one. “I Jehovah am thy Gods, that 
brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out 
of the house of bondage.” “Be not unto 
thee other Gods beside me;” and in every 
subsequent part of the Ten Commandments 
where the name of God is used, the plural is 
introduced. In the second commandment, 
“For I Jehovah am thy Gods ;.’ in the third, 
“Take not the name of Jehovah thy Gods in 
vain;” in the fourth, “The Sabbath of 
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Jehovah thy G'ods;” in the fifth, “The land 
which Jehovah thy Gods giveth thee.’ (See 
Gen. xx.) 

Now, if there is not a plurality of persons 
in the Godhead, it is certainly difticult to 
account for the constant use of the plural, 
instead of the singular, noun; especially as 
the verb erred therewith 1 is in the singu- 
lar number. 

If the true char: acter of God could have 
‘been revealed to man by using the word in 
the singular, instead of the plural, number, 
it would: most certainly have been done; for 
the great sin of the race to which the revela- . 
tion was*tade, was,'as we know, idolatry— 
poly theism. But because God did thus reveal 
himself, “is proof’ positive that in uo other 
way could it have been so successfully done. 
The plural name, then, could mean nothing 
else than the foreshadowing of the Trinity. 
In no other possible way can the fact be 
saristactorily accounted for. | 

(6) The Scripture passages in which God 
speaks of himself tn the plural number. 

For illustration: “And God _ said, Let 
us make man in our image, after ovr’ 
likeness.’ Again: “And the Lord God 
said, Behold the man is become as one of 
us, to know good and evil.” Further 
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more: ‘ Let us go down and confound their 
language.” 

Thus we see that in the Old Testament, 
and in the very first book of it, there is posi- 
tive proof, not only of the unity, but of the 
plurality of the Godhead. 

There are other passages in the same part 
of the sacred volume which indicate the 
nature aud extent of this plurality. For 
example: ‘“ And now, the Lord God, and his 
Spirit, hath sent:me.” Here, it will be seen, - 
are three distinct persons: the “Lord God,” 
the “Spirit,” and the person “sent.” The 
latter—the person ‘“ sent”’—styles himself, in 
w previous verse, ‘ The First and Last.” In 
a previous chapter, this First and Last is 
called Jehovah the Redeemer and Jehovah 
Sabaoth, which last name is never applied to 
any one except the Supreme God. Notice, it 
is not said, The Lord God and his Spirit 
have sent, in the plural number, but hath 
sent, in the singular number; thereby teach- 
ing the unity of the Divine nature in the 
plurality of persons. 2 

Again: “By the Word of the Lord (Jeho- 
vah) were the heavens made, and all the hosts 
of them, by the breath (the Spirit) of his 
mouth.” Here again are three persons: the 
Word, which is Christ; the Lord, which is 
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the Father; and the Spirit, which is the third 
person in the Godhead. 

Once more: “The Spirit of the Lord God 
is upon me, because the Lord hath anointed 
me,” etc. Here the speaker is the Anointed 
One, or Christ, who, when he appeared in the 
flesh, applied this very passage to himself: 
and the other persons are styled the Spirit 
and the Lord. Here we again find three 
persons—the Trinity. ; 

In the New Testament we find “ie same 
thing—the same evidence of the Trinity— 
and it is even made more clear and prom- 
inent. For example, at the baptism of the 
Saviour: “ And Jesus, when he was baptized, 
went up straightway out of the water: and, 
lo, the heavens were opened unto him, and 
he saw the Spirit of God descending, like a 
dove, and lighting upon him. And lo, a 
voice from heaven, saying, This is my beloved 
Son, in whom I am well pleased.” (Matt. 
lii.. 16, 17.) Here we again have. three 
persons: the Father, speaking in an audible 
voice, bearing witness to Christ the Son, 
on -whom the Spirit descends like a 
dove. That this was a positive manifestation 
of the Trinity, there can be no doubt— 
the Father recognizing the Son as Media- 
tor, the Son accepting and entering upon 
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his work, and the Holy Spirit descending 
upon him. 

Again: “For through fim (Christ) we 
both (Jews and Gentiles) have access by one 
Spirit, unto the Father.” Ilere, as before, we 
have three persons in the Lloly Trinity— 
Father, Son, and Spirit, and all are repre- 
sented as concerned in every act of acceptable 
worship. 

Once more: “ For there are three that bear 
recordin heaven, the Futher, the Word, and 
the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.” 
This verse explains itself; nor could language 
be more explicit in regard to the Trinity. 

Other passages of like. import could be 
produced, but surely these are sufficient on 
this point. | 

(c) The Priestly Benediction as used in the 
Old Testament Scriptures. 

That form of benediction is given in Num, 
vi. 24-27, and is as follows: | 

“ Jehovah bless thee and keep thee: Jeho- 
vab make his face te shine upon thee: Jeho- 
rah lift his UL upon thee, and give 
thee peace.” 

If this form of benediction be carefully 
considered, its three members will be found 
to agree respectively with the three persons 
in the Godhead—the Father, the Son, and 
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the Iloly Ghost. The first member of the 
formula expresses the benevolent love of God, 
the father of all mercies and-tountain of all 
good; the second well comports with the 
redeeming and reconciling grace of our Lord 
Jesus Christ; and the last is appropriate to 
the purity, consolation, and joy which come 
alone from the Holy Spirit. No satisfactory 
interpretation can be given to this formula, 
except that it teaches the doctrine of the 
Trinity. 

(d) The formula which we are required to 
use in Christian baptism. 
_ Ministers of the gospel, to the end of the 
world, are commanded to. baptize “in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
eng..o: the ~/foly. Ghost” . (See Matt. 
mex wit 19;) Baptism is the  initiatory 
ordinance of the Christian Church. It is an 
ordinance in which the party baptized is 
solemnly dedicated to the God of Christians, 
and set apart to his service. Now, if there 
be no personal. distinction between Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, why the necessity for 
using these names? No mortal can answer 
the question. The truth is, this formula, 
it would seem, ought to settle the doctrine of 
the Trinity. 

(e) The Apostolic Benediction. 
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The form of the Apostolic Benediction is as 
follows: “The grace of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the love of God, and the com- 
munion of the Holy Ghost, be with you 
all; “Amen.” “(2" Cor. xin 14) SCout 
language be more explicit? Are there not 
three persons mentioned in this benediction ? 
Beyond all peradventure, the three persons 
in the Godhead, as in baptism, are here 
conjoined as the source of all blessedness. 


With these arguments, this interesting 
subject is brought to a close, with the remark 
that if the doctrine of the Trinity is not a 
doctrine of the Bible, and a cardinal doctrine 
tov, then words have no meaning! 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IV. 


QuEsTIOoN 1. In what mode or manner does God exist ‘ 

2. What is the meaning of the word Trinity? Give 
its derivation. 

3. Is the word Trinity found in the Bible ? 

4. Is the idea? Give examples to show why we may 
use the word Trinity. 

5. Is it a mysterious doctrine ? 

6. Must it be rejected on that account? Show why 
not. 

7. What is the first argument to prove the doctrine? 
In what nations do we find traces of it? Is it a doctrine 
of revelation? How, then, did the heathen nations 
learn of it? Show the force of this fact. 

8. What is the second argument relied upon to prove 
the doctrine? Give the list of the leading denomina- 
tions who embrace the doctrine. Give the proportion 
of those who receive it to those who reject it. 

9. Do the Jews believe in the Trinity? Show the 
mistake they have made. 

10. What is the third general argument in support of 
the Trinity? (a) What of the plural form of the word 
which is translated God? Give a full explanation of 
this. Show why the singular, instead of the plural, 
would have been used if it could have been. (6b) What 
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of the scriptures in which God speaks of himself in the 
plural number? Give them, and then _ explain. 
(c) What of the Priestly Benediction? Explain this in 
full. (d) What of the formula used in baptism? Ex- 
plain fully. (e) What of the Apostolic Benediction? 
Explain. 

11. Can you now give a synopsis of the whole argu- 
ment ? 


CHAPTER V. 
THE DIVINITY OF THE GODHEAD. 


Havine proved the trinity of the Godhead, 
the next question is, Who are these persons? 
As there are three—the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost—it would, perhaps, be more 
interesting and profitable to consider them 
separately. 

je ne Lather. 

With respect to the first person in the 
Trinity—God the Father—there is neither 
doubt nor controversy, in regard to the point 
before us. We are not now dealing with 
Atheists—disposed of them in a previous 
chapter—and all who are Theists (who 
believe in a God), whether Trinitarians or 
not, ascribe Divine perfection, or perfect 
Deity, to the Father. In other words, even 
anti-Trinitarians agree with us that the 
Eternal Father is God—the fountain of 
Deity—and that every attribute ascribed to 
Divine perfection belongs to him. Indeed, 
the very names applied to him, they admit, 
prove that he is God; such as Jehovah, Self: 
6 (81) 
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existent; Shaddai, the Almighty; Adon, the 
Supporter; H/, the Strong; lion, the Most 
High; Hmeth, the True One, etc., etes gaa. 
in regard to the Divinity of the Son and the 
Holy Ghost, there is controversy, and the 
remainder of this chapter will be devoted to 
these two personages. 

(2) The Son, Jesus Christ. 

As to the existence—the personality—of 
Jesus Christ, there is not much controversy ; 
for not only anti-Trinitarians, or Unitarians, 
as they are more properly called, but many 
infidels, agree that such a person once existed 
upon earth. They admit his Humanity, but 
they deny his Divinity. Trinitarians, how- 
ever, most positively assert both his Human- 
ity and Divinity. 

As to the Humanity of Jesus Christ, but 
little need be said; for, as stated previously, 
that is admitted by every one. Should there, 
however, be any who doubt that there was 
such a personage, the following brief sum- 
mary of proof is given: 

(a) From profane history. 

It was customary for governors of prov- 
inces to send to the emperor accounts of 
remarkable transactions which occurred in. 
the places where they resided. These records 
were preserved as the Acts of their respective 
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governments. Pilate, the governor of Judea, 
sent such a work to Rome, which was called 
mera. Piatt. (Acts of Pilate). Now,-it is a 
matter of fact that in these Acts of Pilate 
there is a full and explicit account given of 
Jesus of Nazareth. It is also a matter of 
history that Tiberius Ceesar even proposed to 
the Roman Senate to have the name of Jesus 
Christ enrolled among the list of Roman 
gods. The main facts, too, in regard to the 
life of Christ are attested by Tacitus and 
Celsus, two most renowned historians. The 
latter—Celsus—also mentions the earthquake 
and the darkness which occurred at the cru- 
eifixion; yet he was a most bitter enemy of 
Christianity. 

(6) From Jewish history. 

Josephus, in speaking of a certain sedition 
which occurred in the days of Herod, says: 
“ Now there was, about this time, Jesus, a 
wise man, if it be lawful to call him a man; 
for he performed many wonderful works. 
He was a teacher of such men as received 
the truth with pleasure. He drew over to 
him many of the Jews, and also many of the 
Gentiles. This was the Christ. And when 
Pilate, at the instigation of the principal 
men among us, had condemned him to the 
cross, those who had loved him from the first, 
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did not cease to adhere to him; and the tribe 
or sect of Christians so named from him, 
subsists to this time.” What testimony! 
Yet Josephus was not only one of the most 
renowned historians of his day, but he lived 
in the same age of Christ—was born in the 
city of Jerusalem only thirty-seven years after 
Christ. 

The Jewish Talmuds (the Laws and Tra- 
ditions of the Jews), also, admit the main 
facts respecting the birth of Christ, his jour- 
ney into Egypt, ete., and, also, that he per-. 
formed many miracles. 

(c) From the Bible itself. 

The Sacred Scriptures, from beginning to 
end, abound in references to Christ. In 
regard to his Humanity, they disclose the 
following: He was born of a woman; had a 
human body and soul; was made under the 
law; increased in wisdom and stature; hun- 
gered, thirsted, ate, drank, and conversed 
like other men; was subject to pain, weari- 
ness, and mortality, and finally died. With 
sach an array of testimony, who, then, can 
donbt the Humanity of Jesus Christ ? 

But the great point of controversy is in 
reference to the Divinity of Jesus Christ, 
We have seen that he was man, but the ques: 
tion is, Was, and is, he God? With contie 
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dence the interrogatory is answered in the 
affirmative; and for so answering, the follow- 
ing reasons are given: | 

- (a) The Scriptures. speak of him as God; 
yea; call him God. (See Matt. i. 23; John i. 
Bee 30; xxi 28: Acts xx..28; Rom. ix..5; 
ete Seen 6) Tim. i. 16; Titus ii. 
10; Heb. i. 8.) 

(6) The attributes of Deity are ascribed to 
Christ. 

Hiternity. (See Micah v.2; Isa. ix. 6; John 
ieee, 00; Col.1, 17; Heb: vil. 33° xi.-8; 
Rev. 1. 8.) . 

Immutability. (See Heb. i. 12; . xiii. 8.) 

Omniscience. (See John xvi. 30; ii. 25; Matt. 
ix. 4; Mark ii. 8; Acts i. 24.) 

Omnipresence. (See Matt. xviii. 20; John 
ill. 18.) 

_ Omnipotence. (See Isa. ix. 6; Matt. xxviii. 
48; John iii. 31; Rom. ix. 5; Eph. 1. 21; 
Heb. i. 8; Rev. i. 8.) 

Wisdom. (See Col. ii. 3; John xxi. 17.) 

_ Holiness. (See Mark i. 24.) 

Justice. (See Acts xxii. 14.) 

Goodness. (See Acts x. 38.) 

Truth. (See John xiv. 6.) 

(c) He is represented as performing such 
works as God alone can do. (See John i. 3; 
Col. 1. 16, 17; Phil. ili. 20,21; John v. 28.) 
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(d) We are required to worship him as 
God. (See John v.22, 23; Phil. in 9/7105 
Heb. i. 6; Rev. 12, 18.) | 

Let us now recapitulate the argument. We 
have seen that Christ is called God; that the 
attributes of Deity are ascribed to him; that 
he is represented a8 performing such works 
as God alone can do; and that we are 
required to worship him as God. Now, if 
this does not completely establish his Divin- 
ity, then language cannot do it! 

(3) The Holy Ghost. 

Anti-Trinitarians not only deny the Divin- 
ity of the Holy Ghost, but likewise his person- 
ality. Their theory is that the Holy Ghost is 
an attribute, energy, or operation of the Divine 
Being—that he is not a person. 

In proof of the personality of the Holy 
Ghost, the following arguments are adduced: 

(2) From those passages in the Scriptures 
in which the Holy Ghost is designated by a 
personal name, and associated, as a third being, 
with the Father and the Son. (See Matt. 
xxvii. 1942 Cor. xiii. 14; 1 Peter 1.22) 

An alribute of God cannot, most assuredly, 
be classed as a third agent. 

(6) From the account given of the sin 
against the Holy Ghost. It is declared that 
every sin except this may be forgiven. Then, 
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as we cannot sin against an attribute, the 
Holy Ghost must be a person. (Sce Matt. 
Xi. 32.) 

(c) From Peter’s statement to Anantas 
that he had lied unto the Holy Ghost; for we 
ean see no significance in lying to an attribute. 
(See Acts v. 3.) 

(d) From the personal acts attributed to the 
Holy Ghost. He is said to come from the 
Father (John xy. 26); to speak (John xvi. 
13); to testify (Rom. vill. 16); to predict (John 
Xvi. 13); to intercede (Rom. viii. 26) ; to sanctify 
(1 Cor. vi. 11) ; to teach (John xiv. 26) ; to decide 
(Acts xv. 28); to be resisted (Acts vii. 51). 

Surely the foregoing is enough to satisfy 
every candid inquirer that the Holy Ghost is 
a person; but the principal point of contro- 
versy is in reference to his Divinity. 

The following is a brief summary of the 
argument in favor of the Divinity of the 
Holy Ghost : 

(a) The names of God are ascribed to him 
in the Scriptures. (See Acts v. 3,4; 2 Cory 
vili. 17; Luke iv. 18.) 

(6) Divine attributes are attributed to him ; 
such as eternity, omnipresence, omniscience, good- 
ness, truth, etc. (See Heb. ix. 14; Ps. exxxix. 
eeereor. 11, 10; 11> John xiv. 17; Ps. exlix. 
10.) 
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(c) Actions belonging only to God are 
affirmed of him; such as creation, working 
miracles, raising the dead, etc. (See Job xxvi. 
13; 2° Peter i: 213° John vio63* 1 Peterman 
The Cote Xie saci L) 

(1) Divine worship is ascribed to him in 
the baptismal formula and in the benedictions 
of the New Testament. (See Matt. xxviii. 
Tod Core Xie 8. dec eve tiga 

The summary of argument just presented, 
it would seem, is sufficient to convince any 
one of the Divinity of the Holy Ghost. And 
having previously proved the Divinity of the 
Father and of the Son, we close the argu- 
ment upon the Divinity of the Godhead with 
the remark, that if the most peculiar attri- 
butes or characteristics of perfect Deity are 
not, in Holy Scripture, ascribed plainly and 
explicitly to each of the persons in the 
sacred Trinity, then words have no power to 
convey ideas! Moreover, unless there is a 
trinity in the Godhead of co-equal and co- 
eternal persons, then the Bible is a “cun- 
ningly-devised fable,” and the whole plan of 
Redemption is a myth! 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER V. 


Question 1. Who are the persons in the Godhead? 

2. Is there any controversy in regard to the Divinity 
of the Father? 

3. Give the names applied to the Father, and their 
meanings. 

4. Is there much controversy in regard to the person- 
ality of Jesus Christ ? 

5. How is it in regard to his Divinity ? ; 

6. How can you prove the existence of Christ? (a) 
What of profane history? Give the custom of emperors. 
What of Pilate? What did Ceesar propose? What of 
Tacitus and Celsus? (b) What from Jewish history ? Give 
the testimony of Josephus. What of the Talmuds? 
(c) What is the proof of the Bible? 

7. What of his Divinity? (a) Give the scriptures 
which speak of him as God. 

8. What attributes are ascribed to him? Give the 
scriptures for his eternity, immutability, omniscience, omnip- 
otence, holiness, yoodness, truth. 

9. What acts is he represented as performing? Give 
the scriptures. 

10. Is he to be worshiped? Give the proof. 

11. Recapitulate the arguments for his humanity and 
Divinity. 
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12. Are both the personality and divinity of the Holy 
Ghost denied ? 

13. Give the Scripture proof for the personality of the 
Holy Ghost. (a) The scriptures which give to the Holy 
Ghost a personal name. (b) Sin committed against the 
Holy Ghost. (c) The statement of Peter. (d) Give the 
acts which the Holy Ghost performs. 

14. Is the Holy Ghost Divine? (a) The names of God 
ascribed to him. (b) What attributes are ascribed to 
the Holy Ghost? (c) Give the actions ascribed to him. 
(d) Is he to be worshiped? Give the proof. 

15. Recapitulate the arguments for both the personality 
and divinity of the Holy Ghost. 

16. What, then, is the conclusion? 


CHAPTER VI. 
THE WORK OF CREATION. 


Tue Bible teaches us that “in the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth.” 
(Gen. i. 1.) The Hebrew word bara (pro- 
nounced baw-raw), which is translated created 
in the passage just quoted, means something 
more than the making of one thing from 
another. It means to bring into existence 
that which did not exist before. This is the 
original signification of the word to which 
we have referred. The Apostle Paul teaches 
the same thing when he says: “Through 
faith we understand that the worlds were 
formed by the word of God; so that the 
things which are seen were not made of things 
which do appear,” or of things already exist- 
ing: which is the same thing as to say that 
they were made from nothing. (Heb. xi. 3.) 
The Jews, too, in all periods of their history, 
held this idea of creation. 

The truth is, this is the only reasonable 
view of the subject. The original elements 


of material things were thus brought into 
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existence, or they created themselves, or they 
are eternal. In a previous chapter, however, 
we showed that it is utterly impossible for 
a thing to create itself—nothing more absurd. 
And it was also proved, in the same connec- 
tion, that matter is not eternal—could not so 
be without possessing many of the essential 
attributes of God himself, such as self-exist- 
ence, independence, unchangeableness, etc., 
not one of which can it be supposed to 
possess. The conclusion, then, is inevitable 
that God created these material atoms, and 
created them out of nothing—that is, he 
brought them into existence. It he did not, 
then they are not his, and, speaking with 
reverence, he would have no right to use 
them, or to make any thing out of them. On 
this ground, his government over the material 
world would be no better than a usurpation! 

Seeing, then, that God is the creator, two 
questions of interest at once present them- 
selves: When did he create? What did he 
create? Let us consider these questions 
separately. 

(1) When did he create? 

The Scriptures tell us, “In the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth.” But 
when was that? In other words, when did 
“the beginning” commence? No mortal can 
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tell. Moses, who wrote the verse which has 
just been quoted, did not say, nor did he 
know. Nor would it, perhaps, be saying too 
much to affirm that the brightest angel in 
heaven does not know. Moses says, ‘in the 
beginning God created,” but he did not, and 
could not, say when that was. Indeed, the 
verse quoted is a paragraph by _ itself—is 
simply a declaration announcing that, at 
some period in the lapse of ages, this great 
event took place, but when, we are not in- 
formed. 

It is, therefore, apparent to the careful 
reader of the Bible, that Moses does not 
pretend to fix the epoch of the creation of 
crude matter; and for aught we know, or for 
aught Moses knew, an interval of almost 
indefinite length may have transpired between 
the “beginning” and the actual six days’ 
work of creation. Nor is it worth while to 
pause here to notice at length the impious 
question propounded by infidelity: Why did 
not God, who existed from eternity, create 
“the heavens and the earth” multiplied mill- 
ions of years before he did? It is enough 
for us to know that a “thousand years in his 
sight are but as yesterday when it is past.” 
No good purpose, so far as human sagacity 
can discover, would haye been answered by 
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an earlier creation. The reasons (provided 
they be reasons) for creating “the heavens 
and the earth” one million of years before 
they were created, would have existed at that 
time for their creation, one million of years 
earlier still, and so on, to the very birth of 
time itself! Nor would there, so far as we 
know, have been any more holiness and 
happiness in the universe had creation taken 
place earlier than it did. 

As to the exact length of each of the six 
days of creation, no one can speak positively, 
because the Bible is silent upon that point. 
The “formations” of the earth, however, 
would indicate that each one of those days 
may have been, and doubtless was, quite a 
“neriod” of time, instead of twenty-four 
hours, as we now reckon the word day. The 
evidence, in detail, upon which this conclu- 
sion is founded, need not here be given. 
Suffice it to say, there is no accounting for 
the innumerable facts which meet us as we 
penetrate into the bowels of the earth, or as 
we walk upon its surface, except by supposing 
that the earth itself has existed for a very 
long period—a period greatly anterior to the 
origin of the human race, 

This testimony, it is true, is from science, 
pot from the Scriptures; because, as was pree 


THE WORK OF CREATION. 95 


viously stated, the Bible is silent upon this 
point. But let it not be forgotten that the 
world and the Bible are from the same 
author. The inscriptions upon the embedded 
rocks, and those upon the sacred page, are 
from the same hand. These*inscriptions can- 
not contradict each other: they never did, 
and, when properly interpreted, they never 
will. The Christian is the last person on 
earth to fear the developments of true science, 
for there is nothing in the scriptural account 
of creation which conflicts in the least 
with the revelations of true science. On 
the contrary, the Bible and science, like 
faithful and unbribed witnesses, corroborate 
each other’s testimony. Indeed, science, 
instead of conflicting with the _ Bible, 
becomes the demonstrator of its holy and 
sublime truths. 

No word, perhaps, in the Sacred Scriptures 
is used with more latitude than the word day. 
Gen. 11.4: ‘These are the generations of 
the heavens and of the earth when they were 
ereated, in the day that the Lord God made 
the earth and the heavens.” _In this verse it 
will be seen that the word day embraces the 
entire period of creation. 

Job xiv. 6: ‘Turn from him, that he may 
accomplish, as an hireling, his day.” Here 
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the word represents the whole time allotted 
to man’s existence upon earth. 

John viii. 56: “Your father Abrahain 
rejoiced to see my day: and he saw it and 
was glad.” In this verse the word day em- 
braces not only the time during which the 
Saviour was upon earth, but, likewise, the 
whole period of the remedial system. 

Many more similar passages could be pro- 
duced—such as the prophetical writings in 
which the word day represents at least one of 
our years—but it is deemed unnecessary to do 
so. Indeed, we use the word with the same 
latitude in common life. How often do we 
hear the aged speak of the events which 
transpired in their day—meaning the genera- 
tion in which they lived. 

With the foregoing facts before us, we see 
how utterly futile are the attempts of 
infidelity to bring reproach upon our holy 
religion by affirming that the Bible says the 
world is scarcely six thousand years old, 
while science clearly teaches that it is much 
older. But the Bible, as we have seen, says 
no such thing—simply says, “in the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth.” — It 
does not, however, say when that “ beginning” 
commenced, The Bible also teaches that, 
“in six days the Lord made heaven and 
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earth,” etc., but it nowhere says or intimates 
that each one of those six days was only 
twenty-four hours in length. 

It is true, God could have “created the 
heavens and the earth” in six days of twenty- 
four hours each, and it is just as true that he 
could have created them in amoment. But 
he did not see proper to make the work of 
creation instantaneous; and as he did not, it 
matters not to us whether he occupied six 
days of twenty-four hours each, or six days, 
or periods, of even more than ten thousand 
years each. Instead, then, of a “conflict” 
between the Bible and science, there is perfect 
harmony. The truth is, while the Bible does 
not attempt to define the length of each of the 
creative-days, it does show by its straight- 
forward narrative of the work of creation, 
that the first three days, or periods, could not 
have been literal days, for the greater light 
(the sun), which was “to rule the day,’ was 
not made until the fourth day. - Then, away 
with the idea that there is any conflict be- 
tween revelation and science. They are two 
grand, corroborative histories or volumes, 
written by the same unerring Author. 

(2) What did he create? 

This question is easily answered, for the 
Scriptures are clear and positive upon this 
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point. “For by him were all things created, 
that are in heaven, and that are in earth, 
visible and invisible; whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers: all 
things were created by him and for him.” 
(Col.as 16:) 

(a) The material world. 

Under this head, matter, organized and un- 
organized, is embraced—minerals, vegetables, 
and animals. And by reference to the 
Mosaic account, the order in which these 
things were created is clearly stated. This 
order, too, is natural—philosophical: the soil, 
then vegetables, then animals—just as it 
should have been, for vegetables cannot exist 
without soil, nor can animals, as a class, exist 
without vegetable productions. | 

In this connection a question of interest 
arises: Does the Bible propose to give a 
history of the creation of the whole physical 
universe, or is its principal object to give a 
history of what we call “the solar system ”— 
the sun, the earth, and the other planets which 
revolve around that sun as a center? No 
one, we think, can read the first chapter of 
Genesis with care, without coming to the 
conclusion that the latter was meant. This 
is true for three reasons: 

First, The whole narrative, with the ex- 
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ception of one or two incidental allusions, is 
in reference to the earth, sun, moon, ete. 

Second. The solar system—and the earth 
especially—is that in which we are most 
interested. 

Third. For aught we know, God may have 
created worlds and systems of worlds millions 
of ages before he called into existence the 
matter out of which the solar system was 
created. And, although we cannot positively 
say he did, yet reason would teach that the 
creative power of God was not dormant from 
the birth of time until this world of ours was 
brought into existence—a world which, in 
comparison with the universe, is as a grain of 
sand to the mountain. Bearing this thought 
in mind, too, we see the folly, yea, the im- 
pudence of infidelity, in asserting that, though 
the Christian’s God existed from eternity, yet 
he created nothing until a few thousand years 
ago, thereby endeavoring to make sport of 
the creative power of the Great Jehovah. | 
Now, how does infidelity know that God 
created nothing during the eternity past, 
until within the last few thousand years? 
Before such a thing can be affirmed, the one 
making the assertion must know just when 
every star in the vast universe was made! 
For aught infidelity knows, God may have 
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been creating worlds and systems of worlds 
for multiplied millions of ages. There is cer- 
tainly nothing in the Bible opposing such an 
idea. 

(b) The spirit-world—angels and man. 

Angels are spiritual intelligences—im- 
mortal, excelling in knowledge, and mighty 
in power. The Scriptures teach us that, 
prior to the formation of man, God created a 
numerous order of beings possessed of intel- 
lectual and moral excellence superior to that 
of man. (See Job xxxvill. 7; Ps. vill. 0; 
Heb. i. 5, 7.) 

That they were created before man is 
evident from the fact that a fallen angel, the 
devil, tempted our first parents to sin. Just 
how long they were created prior to man, we 
know not, for the Scriptures are silent upon 
that point—whether a thousand years, or a 
million, or many millions of years, we cannot 
tell. All that we know as to when they were 
created is, that they had existed sufticiently 
long before man for some of them to lose 
their original holiness, and for one of them to 
become the tempter of man. (See Jude 6; 
Gen. ui. 1.) 

As to the creation of man the Scriptures 
are very explicit. They tell us when and how 
he was created—that he was made on the last 
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day of the creative-days; that his body was 
“formed of the dust of the ground;” and 
that God “breathed into his nostrils the 
breath of life, and man became a living soul.” 
(Gen. 1. 26, 27; 11. 7.) Man, then, was the 
last being or thing created according to the 
Mosaic record; and this creation, according 
to the same authority, was less than six 
thousand years ago. 

Just here, infidelity interposes an objection 
to the Bible on the ground that its history of 
the human race is defective—does not go 
back to the origin of man by many thousand 
years. But no facts that will bear scrutiny, 
can be adduced to overturn the Bible record. 

To those who believe that man has existed 
for many thousand (some of them say a 
hundred thousand) years longer than the 
Scriptures say, two facts are presented: 

The first relates to the present population 
of the world. There is no law of nature 
more certain than that of the increase of 
population in a geometrical progression, 
doubling its numbers at certain — periods. 
Now, supposing that it requires one hundred 
years (the longest period that has ever been 
demanded) for the population of the earth to 
double itself, the whole number in one 
hundred thousand years would simply be 
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incalculable. It would not leave one square 
foot of the whole surface of the earth to each 
person! 

The second is this: On the supposition that 
man has existed on earth for one hundred 
thousand years, or for one-fourth of that 
time even, why is it that the historical 
period of the race is of so recent a date? 
Why have we no authentic records of 
some of. these long ages? Why do all 
of our histories commence so ‘near to 
us? Why have we no history of Persia 
earher than Herodotus, and of Egypt than 
Monetho, and of Greece than Thucydides, 
and of China than Confucius, and of India 
than the time of Alexander the Great? Why, 
too, are all the arts and sciences of compara- 
tively modern date—all of them within the 
period assigned by the Bible to man? Were 
the men who lived during those long ages 
prior to the Mosaic record a set of idiots? 
sould they write nothing? invent nothing? 
discover nothing? According to the Bible, 
man has been upon the earth not quite six 
thousand years; according to infidelity he has 
been upon the earth not less than one hundred 
thousand years. Then, for ninety-four thou- 
sand years the human race never built a 
house, never wrote a line, never invented an 
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implement, never discovered a fact! Who 
can believe such nonsense? Then away with 
all such contemptible quibbles. The grand 
citadel of Bible-truth caii sustain ten thousand 
such assaults, and its foundations not be the 
least shaken, nor its pillars even quiver! 

As has been previously intimated, the 
account of the creation of man is more full 
and particular than is found in regard to the 
other parts of creation. The reason is 
obvious, for it is for man that the earth, and 
all which it contains, was formed. Of all 
terrestrial things, man alone can know and 
understand his origin, and adore the hand 
which gave him being. Of the origin of man, 
therefore, more was to be told than merely 
that he was made. The truth is, when the 
world was formed and completely furnished 
for his residence, a council of the Godhead 
is held in the creation of man—‘ Let us make 
man.” Man was to be God’s viceroy in this 
lower world, the only image of his Creator in 
his moral perfections; and it was the purpose 
of God, though not then revealed, that the 
second person in the Godhead should become 
man, and hence the solemnity of the transac- 
tion, and of the account which is given of 
it—“ Let us make man in ourmimage, after our 
likeness.” Let it not be forgotten, either, 
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that the Holy Ghost; the thitd person in the 
Trinity, was also in that same council. 

In the next place God created man (man 
being a generic term), male and female, and 
he called them Adam. The word Adam 
means earthy, and both the man and woman 
Were so named to remind them of their 
origin. Thus, after the fall, it was said, 
“Dust thou art and to dust shalt thou re- 
turn.” The fact that woman was formed out 
of man, and not immediately from the earth, 
does not render the declaration improper, for 
their common wiltimate origin, as to their 
bodies, was the earth. Their souls were im- 
mediately from God—yea, so to speak, the 
breath of God. 

The sexes, having a common origin, were 
formed to promote the happiness of each 
other, and the formation of ove man and one 
woman originally was intended to denote, to 
the end of time, that the marriage relation 
should subsist between two persons only— 
one of each sex. By the way, this fact alone 
is enough to place the seal of condemnation. 
upon Mormonism, that foul stain upon our 
national escutcheon—upon the civilization 
and Christianity of this great Common- 
wealth; for it is a moral stench that “smells 
to iepreane and deserves not only condign 
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punishment at the hands of the civil law, 
but the “righteous indignation” of all good 
men. 

Another point of interest is, that man was 
created in the image of God. Of course this 
has no reference to physical organization, for 
God is a Spirit. It must, therefore, mean a 
moral and spiritual likeness. God is a spirit- 
ual and moral being, and, in these qualities, 
man was /ike God—was pure and holy in all 
the attributes of his nature. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VI. 


QueEstTION 1. What does the word create, as used in 
Genesis, signify ? 

2. How does Paul confirm this view? 

3. What idea of creation did the Jews have? 

4. Give the three methods, by one of which material 
atoms came into existence. 

5. Show why they are not eternal, and also why they 
did not create themselves. 

6. Then who created them ? 

7. If God did not create matter in its crude state, 
would it be his? 

8. Give the two important questions which present 
themselves in regard to creation. 

9. What is the first ? 

10. How is the question answered ? 

11. When did “the beginning”? commence ? 

12. Did Moses know ? 

13. Do the angels likely know ? 

14. Does Moses pretend to fix the epoch of creation ? 

15. May an indefinite period have elapsed from the 
time of “the beginning” and the six days’ work of 
creation ? 

16. What is the question propounded by infidelity in 
regard to the time of creation ? 
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' 17. How answered ? 

18. Is it probable that anything would have been 
gained by an earlier creation ? 

19. What is said as’to the length of each of the six 
creative days ? 

20. Is it probable that they were quite lengthy? 

21. Why do you think so? 

22. Is there any conflict between science and Scrip- 
ture? Why not? 

23. What position do they sustain to each other ? 

24. Is the word day used with great latitude? Ex- 
plain by giving references. 

25. Do we use the word with similar latitude? Show 
how. 

26. Does the infidel correctly represent the Bible 
_ when he says that it represents the world as being only 
six thousand years old? 

27. What does the Bible say ? 2 

28. Could not God have created the world in six days 
of twenty-four hours each ? 

29. Could he have done so in a moment? 

30. Then is there any conflict? 

31. Does the Bible impliedly teach that the first three 
days were longer than twenty-four hours each? Show 
why. 

32. What is the second great question in regard to 
creation ? 

33. Do the Scriptures answer this question? How? 
(a) What of the material world? Explain this. Give 
the order of creation. 

34. Does the Bible refer principally to the universe or 
to the solar system? First reason. Second reason. Third 
reason. 

35. How do you answer the infidel who says that God 
created nothing until a few thousand years ago? (0) 
Who are embraced in the spirit-world? What are 
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angels? Were they created prior to man? Give Scrip- 
ture. What other evidence that they were created prior 
toman? Whois the devil? Do we know when the 
angels were created? What do the Scriptures teach in 
regard to the creation of man? How was his body 
formed? His soul? Give Scripture proof. Was man 
the last ? 

36. What does infidelity teach in regard to the age of 
man’? How answered? Jirst, in regard to the popula- 
tion of the world? Explain. MSccond, in regard to the 
historical period of the race? Explain this in full. 

37. Why is it that the Bible is so specific in regard to 
the creation of man? 

38. What peculiarity do we observe in the creation of 
man’? Give the scriptures referred to. 

39. What is the meaning of the word Adam? 

40. What lesson is taught by the creation of one man 
and one woman ? 

41. What is meant by the image of God? 


CHAP CHA VII. 
THE GARDEN OF EDEN. 


TuE Scriptures teach that, after Adam and 
Eve were created, God placed them in the 
garden of Eden. 

Few subjects, perhaps, have given rise to 
more fanciful speculations than the question 
where this garden was situated. Some have 
found it in Europe, some in Asia, some in 
Africa, and some in. America. Some have 
placed it on the banks of the Danube; some 
on the Ganges; some in the Island of Ceylon ; . 
some in Persia, Chaldea, Ar ee and some in 
Palestine and Syria. 

Now, it is evident that Moses intended to 
describe the location as it was after the Flood; 
otherwise, his contemporaries would have 
known nothing about it. One thing is cer- 
tain, from the description in Genesis, Eden 
must have been contiguous to the rivers Eu- 
phrates and Hiddekel. The Hiddekel is, 
beyond doubt, the Tigris. It was so consid: 
ered by the ancients, and is so translated in 
the Septuagint, It also answers to the Tigris, 
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in that ‘it goes before Assyria.” Moses, it 
will be remembered, called the Euphrates the 
Phrat; and so it has been called from the 
most ancient times. The word Hu, signify- 
ing water, has been prefixed to it; hence, 
Huphrates literally means the waters of the 
Phrat. We, then, may safely conclude that 
Eden was upon these two rivers—the Eu- 
phrates and the Tigris. But the question is, > 
W here ? 

Moses also mentions two other rivers—the 
Pison and the Gihon. The Pison, he says, 
“compasseth the whole land of Havilah, 
where there is gold.” But where, now, is 
this land of Havilah? or, where did Havilah, 
the son of Cush, a grandson of Ham, and a 
great-grandson of Noah, settle? The answer 
is at hand: the country called Havilah 
(named, no doubt, for the son of Cush) was 
in the north-eastern part of Arabia, near the 
Persian. Gulf, opposite to Shur, in the north- 
western part, which bordered on the Red Sea. 
It is said of the Ishmaelites, that “they dwelt 
from Havilah unto Shur, that is before Egypt.” 
(Gen. xxv. 18.) In other words, they dwelt 
in the northern part of what is now Arabia, 
from the Persian Gulf to the Red Sea. We 
have a similar expression in 1 Sam. xy. 7: 
* And Saul smote the Amalekites from Hae 
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vilah until thou comest to Shur, that is over 
against Egypt.” Shur, then, was in the north- 
western part of Arabia, touching upon the 
Red Sea; and opposite to it, in the north- 
western part, was Havilah, which was com- 
passed by the ancient Pison. 

The next point of inquiry is, Where was 
the land of Cush (translated Ethiopia), which 
the Gihon compassed? To be more definite, 
Where did Cush, the grandson of Noah, 
originally settle? Though Cush and the 
Cushites, or Ethiopians, were a migratory 
people, at one time in the south-eastern part 
of Arabia, and still later in Africa, in the 
country now called Ethiopia, yet there is 
almost positive evidence that their original 
settlement, after the Flood, was on the eastern 
mouth-branch of the Euphrates, where it 
enters into the Persian Gulf. The Tigris, it 
will be remembered, flows into the Euphrates; 
and, after the junction is formed, the Eu- 
phrates flows on, in one channel, for about 
one hundred miles, when it divides into twc 
rivers, forming a delta similar to that of the 
Nile. The western branch of these delta- 
streams is the Pison, and the eastern branch 
is the Gihon, both entering into the Persian 
Gulf. That the Cushites originally dwelt on 
the Gihon, there can be no doubt; for the 


112 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


country is called Cuth, or Cush, and the in: 
habitants are called Cuthai, or Cushites, in 
2 Kings xvi. 24, 30. 

From the preceding, it will be seen that we | 
have found the four rivers mentioned by 
Moses in his description of Eden—the EKu- 
phrates, the Tigris, the Pison, and the Gihon— 
the Gihon watering the land of Cush, and 
the Pison compassing the land of Havilah, 
where there is gold, and where, also, is “the 
bdellium and the onyx stone.” It cannot, 
therefore, be very difficult to locate, with some 
degree of accuracy, the situation of the gar- 
den of Eden. It must have been upon the 
Euphrates, between its junction with the 
Tigris and the point where, after receiving 
the Tigris, it separates into two streams—the 
Pison and the Gihon. The Euphrates ran 
through the land of Eden, and went out of 
it to water the garden; and from thence (the 
garden of Eden), it was parted into four 
heads, or streams—two above, the Euphrates 
and Hiddekel (Tigris); and two below, the 
Pison and the Gihon. 

As additional evidence that the country 
just described was the land of Eden, we men- 
tion the fact, that that very locality, long 
after the time of Moses, was called Eden. 
Thus, when Sennacherib sent a threatening 
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message to King Hezekiah, he boasted that 
he had destroyed the countries of Gozan, and 
Haran, and Rezeph, and of the children of 
Eden, which are in Telassar. Now, these are 
countries of Mesopotamia; and Telassar, or 
Talatha, is on the Euphrates, just before it 
separates to form the Pison and the Gilon. 

In the account just given of the location 
of Eden, the author claims nothing original— 
has simply collected what he deemed the 
most reliable testimony upon the subject, and 
has often freely used not only the ideas, but 
the language, of others. The truth is, such 
writers as Huet, Stackhouse, Wells, Pond, 
and others, have well-nigh exhausted the 
subject. 

Having found, as is confidently: believed, 
the location of the garden of Eden—the home 
of our first parents—let us next consider 
what it contained. 

The word Eden signifies pleasure or delight, 
and is often used by the writers of the Old 
Testament to denote places which are remark- 
ably fruitful in their soil, or pleasant in their 
Bituation.. (See 2 Kings xix. 12, 13; Isa. 
Kxxvi. 12; Amos 1. 5.) 

The garden of Eden, in its primitive state, 
was a place of exquisite beauty, and was well 
calculated to afford pleasure and enjoyment 
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to sinless man. In it was “every tree that 
was pleasant to the sight and good for food.” 
This garden is frequently called Paradise— 
the Greek word for a garden or inclosure. 

The terrestrial Paradise bore all manner of 
fruit; and the business of our first parents 
was “to dress it and to keep it.” (See Gen. 
il. 15.) It is worthy of notice and remem- 
brance that, even in a state of innocence, 
man was formed for industry, and not for idle- 
ness. To “till the ground,” in order to obtain 
its increase, was a part of the curse inflicted 
upon Adam for his transgression; but “to 
dress and to keep” the garden in its beauty 
and to gather its fruits, was the employment 
of man in his innocence. 

In this garden, among many other things, 
there were two remarkable trees—“ the tree 
of life, and the tree of knowledge of good 
and evil.” (See Gen. 11. 9.) Both of these 
were fruit-trees, but as to the kind of fruit 
which either of them bore, the Bible is silent. 
Without doubt, the fruit of the tree of knowl- 
edge was tempting and beautiful; and it was 
placed in the garden for the trial of our first 
parents. They needed atrial. God tries all 
of his intelligent creatures before he fixes 
them in their eternal state. This tree, too, 
was appropriately called “the tree of the 
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knowledge of good and evil.” It was not so 
called, however, because the fruit within itself 
was evil; but because, by means of it, our 
first parents could know, experimentally, the 
difference between good and evil. 

The results of their trial will be discussed 
in the next chapter. Suffice it to say now, 
that the trial was a perfectly fair and reason- 
able one; and that for their sin in eating the 
forbidden fruit, there was, there could be, no 
excuse. aa 

But there was another tree “in the midst 
of the garden,” called “the tree of life.’ All 
commentators, so far as the author is aware, 
regard this tree as a universal restorative, a 
catholicon, in the use of which men could feel 
no disease, would suffer no decay, could never 
die. In other words, it was to heal all phys- 
ical maladies, overcome all causes of disease 
and decay, and preserve innocent and happy 
man in a state of perpetual health, strength, 
and maturity, until his trial was ended, and 
he should be removed to his final and glorified 
state in heaven. But was this the true design 
of this tree? At the risk of placing himself 
in direct antagonism with the generally- 
received sentiment of the religious world, and 
of subjecting himself to the severest criticism, 
the author dissents, in toto, from this inter. 
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pretation as to the design of “the tree of 
life;” and for so doing, he presents the fol- 
lowing reasons : 

(a) There is not even an intimation from 
the Bible that man, if he had remained pure 
and holy, would have needed a “ restorative ” 
for physical maladies. On the contrary, the 
Scriptures clearly teach that man, when he 
was created, was perfect—the workmanship 
not only “good,” but “very good.” Hence, 
in that condition, he no more needed a 
“restorative” than the angels of heaven. 

(6) There is not, as the author conceives, a 
single passage of Scripture to sustain the 
interpretation given by commentators as to 
the design or purpose of the “tree of life.” 
The passages which they quote are: ‘“ And the 
Lord God said, Behold the man is become as 
one of us, to know good and evil: and now, 
lest he put forth his hand, and take also of 
the tree of hfe, and eat, and live forever: 
Therefore, the Lord God sent him. forth from 
the garden of Eden, to till the ground from 
whence he was taken. So he drove cut 
the - man; and he placed at the east of the 
garden of Eden Cherubims, and a flaming 
sword which turned every way, to keep the 
way of the tree of life.” (Gen. iii. 22-24.) 

Now, the question is, Do the passages just 
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quoted sustain the view that the tree of life 
had within itself any life-giving properties? 
The answer is, Vo. The fruit of that tree no 
more had life-giving properties within itself 
than the fruit of the tree of good and evil 
had good and evil within itself. It was evil to 
eat of the latter, simply because God had said 
man should not eat of it—it was not evil to 
eat of it, though, because there was anv evil 
- inherent in the fruit. The fruit of the tree, 
then, of good and evil was simply to test man’s 
moral fidelity. By abstaining from it, he 
would remain pure; by eating it, he would 
become unholy. The fruit, then, was to decide 
his moral condition. Then, as the tree of 
good and evil had no virtue within itself, the 
question is, Did the tree of life have any 
virtue within itself? Without hesitation or 
doubt, the question is answered in the nega- 
tive. It simply had confirmatory power—was 
a test of a test—was to show the decision which 
Adam made in regard to the tree of good and 
evil. In other words, in whatsoever condi- 
tion man was at the time of eating it, in that 
condition he would ever have remained. [If, 
for instance, man had eaten of the tree of life 
before he cat of the other, he would have been 
confirmed in a state of holiness. If, on the 
contrary, he had been permitted to eat of the 
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tree of life after he fell, he would have been | 
forever confirmed in sin—would have lived 
forever in sin. And this is, evidently, the 
meaning of the expression in Genesis, ‘‘ And 
now, lest he put forth his hand, and take also 
of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever ;”’ 
i. e., live forever in sin. It could not possibly 
mean that he would always have lived on 
earth, for sin, which is the cause of all disease 
primarily, would have destroyed his body. 

This view of the subject is confirmed by all 
of God’s dealings with man. For instance, he 
requires of fallen man faith as a condition of 
salvation; but he has also given a test to 
show whether or not that faith has been exer- 
cised, viz.: the external rites of Christianity 
—baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 

To assert, then, that fallen man would have 
lived forever on earth, if he had been per- 
mitted to eat of the tree of life, is to assert 
what, to the author, seems to be a perfect 
absurdity. With a most destructive element 
—sin—within his body, how could man have 
lived forever on earth? or, how could the 
earth have possibly contained the population? 
If no one had ever died, the earth, more than 
a thousand years ago, would not have afforded 
space for all the people that would have been 
upon it. How, then, could it, for unending 
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ages to come, afford space for the human 
race? Besides, if, by any possibility, man 
could have lived forever upon the earth, then 
he could have evaded eternal punishment in 
hell. 

The foregoing is submitted to the calm and 
unbiased judgment of the reader. Let it be 
taken for what it is worth; for, so far as the 
author is aware, it is the opinion of one 
person only! 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VII. 


QueEstion 1. Where were Adam and Eve placed when 
they were created? 

2. In what countries have men located the garden of 
Eden? . 

3. Does the description of Moses refer to the garden of 
Eden as it was before or after the Flood ? 

4. To what two rivers must it have been contiguous ? 

5. By what other name is the Hiddekel known? 
Show why. 

6. By what name did Moses call the Euphrates? 

7. Of what two words is it compounded ? 

8. Give the names of the other two rivers mentioned 
by Moses. 

9. What does he say of the Pison ? 

10. Tell all about this land of Havilah. 

11. What is said of the Ishmaelites? Give the Script- 
ure authority. 

12. Where was Shur ? 

13. Where was the land of Cush? By what other 
name was it called ? 

14. What river ‘ compassed ” it? 

15. Where did Cush settle? Give particulars. 

16. Into what does the Euphrates empty ? 

17. Into what does the Tigris empty ? 
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18. After it enipties into the Euphrates, what distance 
does the latter flow in one channel ? 

19. What does it then do? 

20. What is the western branch called ? 

21. What is the eastern branch called ? 

22. Into what do they both empty ? 

23. Where did -the Cushites dwell originally? Give 
the reasons for so.saying. 

24. Name, then, the four rivers. Are these the same 
which Moses mentions ? 

25. Where, then, was the garden of Eden? Give the 
reasons. 

26. What other evidence can you give? 

27. What does:Eden signify ? 

28. What was in that garden? 

29. What were our first parents required to do? Give 
the proof. z 
30. Was man made to labor ? 
1. What two remarkable trees grew in that garden ? 
32. Were they fruit-trees? 
o > 


of good and evil? Did they need this trial? 

34. Was the fruit evil within itself? Why, then, 
so called ? 

35. Did our first parents have a fair trial? 

36. What was the other tree called? Why the tree of 
life ? 

37. What is the opinion of commentators in regard to 
this tree ? 

38. What do you think of this explanation? (a) If 
man had not sinned, would he have needed a “ restora- 
tive?” (b) Do the Scriptures sustain this view? What 
are the scriptures relied upon to prove this view? Do 
they do so? Show why they do not. Did the tree of 
the knowledge of good and evil have any inherent 
quality? Did the tree of life? Then, explain what it 
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was, and what it was todo. -What if man had eaten of 
the tree of life before he ate of the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil? What if the contrary? Show why. 
Is this view confirmed by God’s general dealings with 
man? Show how. Would man have lived forever on 
earth if he had eaten of the tree of life after he fell? 
Show the fallacy of such a position. 


OEVAT TR; VAL. 
THE FALL OF MAN. 


Our first parents were created in the image 
of God. That is, they were like God—like 
him in two particulars: 

First. In his. spiritual image. God is an 
immaterial essence; so were they, in respect 
to their minds or souls. God has intelligence, 
reason, will, etc.; so had they. God is a free, 
moral agent; so were they. 

Second. In his moral image. God is holy, 
pure, and good; so were they. Their holli- 
ness was the same—not in degree, but in 
kind—as that of their Creator. 

Being free, moral, responsible agents, they 
were proper subjects of law and government. 
This being true, God at once entered into a 
covenant with them—“a covenant of life.” 
It is also called a covenant of “ works,” from 
the condition of it, which was obedience or 
works. The fact must not be overlooked, 
however, that our first parents were placed 
under a dispensation of /aw—the moral law 
This great law was written upon their hearts. 

(123) 
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Their probation, then, was one of Jaw, and 
not of grace. 

The penalty of the covenant of works was_ 
death: “In the day that thou eatest thereof, 
thou shalt die.’ Just here, the question is 
often asked, Why was the test of man’s moral 
state made to consist in such a circumstance 
as that of eating, or not eating, the fruit of a 
particular tree? The answer is at hand: It 
is the best test that could have been given; 
for, without any extraneous motives, it de- 
cided the abstract question, whether or not 
man was willing to be obedient to his Maker. 
If, for instance, the test had been that Adam 
should love his wife, or that he should be 
“the lord of the earth,” his observance of 
such a command would not have been a direct 
test of his allegiance to his God, for the 
simple reason that the motives which would 
prompt him to such obedience would, neces- 
sarily, be, more or less, of a selfish character. 
The only thing, then, that could be a proper 
test, would be a command, or a precept, which 
had nothing to influence its observance but 
the authority of God. Nor was the command 
at all unreasonable or burdensome; for it was 
sa.d to him, in the same connection, after 
interdicting the fruit of that one tree: “ Of 
every [other] tree of the garden thou mayest 
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freely eat.” Thereby permitting him to eat 
of the fruit of every tree, except one / 

Another point of interest connected with 
this “test” arises, from the fact that it could 
not be observed without keeping the moral 
‘law; nor could it be disregarded without 
violating the same law. It was, then, of all 
others, the very best test that could have been 
made. In other words, it was so complete as 
that, in observing it, man would have to keep 
the whole law of God, both in heart and in 
hfe, with a faultless exactness—was to believe 
whatever God should say, and do whatever 
God should command. Nothing less than 
this could God require; nothing more would 
he demand. Then, away with the idea that 
it was an improper and an _ unreasonable 
“test |” 

The result of the trial to which our first 
parents were subjected we too well know. 
The Bible is explicit on this point. The ser- 
pent persuaded the woman, and she persuaded 
her husband, to eat of the fruit “of the 
knowledge of good and evil.” (See Gen. 
iii. 1-5.) In this connection, three questions 
of interest present themselves : 

(1) What are we to understand by the serpent? 

The learned Dr. Adam Clarke has attempted 
to prove that the animal through which 
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Satan beguiled Eve was not a serpent, as we 
understand the word, but was a species of 
the ape, most probably the orang-outang. But 
no one, perhaps, can read his argument with- 
out coming to the conclusion that he utterly 
fails to establish his point. For so saying,” 
the following reasons are given: 

(a) In the Septuagint, which is the transla- 
tion of the ancient Hebrew Scriptures into 
the Greek language, by seventy of the finest 
scholars then living, the Hebrew word Nehesh 
(the name given by Moses to the animal em- 
ployed in seducing Eve) is translated by the 
Greek word Ophis, which means a serpent, a 
snake. Nor will it answer to resort to the 
argument used by some to meet this point, by 
saying there is no word in the Greek language 
which means ape; therefore, the translators 
referred to were compelled to use the word 
ophis, because it comes nearer signifying ape 
than any other word in the language. It is not 
true, as represented; for there are two words 
in the Greek language which signify ape— 
“ Ka-pos” and Kei-pos. Now, those learned 
scholars, who really spoke the Greek language, 
certainly knew of these words; and the only 
reason which can be assigned for not using 
either one of them, is because they did not 
think that either word would properly trans- 
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:ate the Hebrew word, “ Nehesh.” Is it not, 
then, much more probable that these seventy 
translators should have known what animal 
was meant by the Hebrew: word, than 
Dr. Clarke, who wrote.two thousand years 
afterward ? 

(6) The theory of Dr. Clarke does not at all 
explain the curse pronounced upon the ser- 
pent (nehesh): “ On thy belly shalt thou go.” 
Now, we all know that not a single-animal of 
the ape species “goes on its belly.” This 
animal, as the Bible testifies, “was cursed 
above all cattle, and above every beast of the 
field.” Itis the property of all cattle and of 
every beast—of every quadruped that walks 
the earth—to mark the ground with their 
feet, both before and behind. Then, as the 
orang-outang does the same thing (except 
when it goes erect, as it sometimes does), in 
what way has it been “cursed above all 
eattle,’ etc.? The truth is, there is but one 
animal to which the “curse” is applicable, 
and that is the serpent. Nor does it weaken 
the argument by asserting that the serpent 
always did “go upon his belly,’: for no one 
knows any such thing. On the contrary, it is 
more than probable that he did not; but 
moved on what is called a “spiral base,” and, 
of course, in an erect posture, | 
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(c) The many references in the New Testa- 
ment to the “tempter” of our first parents, 
completely overturn the position ot Dr. Clarke. 
Ife is there called not only the “serpent” and 
“the old serpent,’ but the :‘dragon” and 
the “old dragon.” It is, also, a fact, which 
cannot be controverted, that the original 
words in the New Testament, translated ser-— 
pent, dragon, ete., never mean ape, or any of 
the ape species. The fanciful theory of Dr. 
Ciarke, therefore, must pas for what it is 
worth. 

(2) How could our first parents—being per- 
fectly pure—fall from their original state of 
holiness ? 

How a being, formed and constitnes as 
man was, should fall into sin—how sin should 
ever come to be the choice of a perfectly pure 
and holy sa problem that has elicited 
the careful consideration of the world’s best 
scholars and thinkers. Admitting that man 
was powerfully and most insidiously tempted, 
as he certainly was, still the question returns, 
How did his tempter become a sinner ?—how 
did the angels, who kept not their first estate, 
fall into transgression? Sin did not first take 
place on earth, It began in heaven, among 
an order of beings of much higher rank and 
of nobler powers than we possess; and it 
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began, too, without a tempter-—before Satan 
was in existence. 

But, mysterious as the question is, have we 
not the means of a partial solution, at least? 
Being free moral agents, our first parents 
must have had the susceptibility appropriate to 
such agents. In other words, they must have 
been susceptible to motive-influences, both to 
good and evil, to the right and the wrong. 
Such susceptibilities imply nothing wrong in 
the person possessing them, but only that, as 
a moral agent, he is capable of wrong. Our 
blessed Saviour must have had them, else he 
could not possibly have been tempted. Our 
first parents, also, had them, else they could 
have had no trial. Indeed, every moral agent 
has them, else he could not be a moral agent, 
and responsible for his actions. The truth is, 
our first parents were not only moral agents, 
and had the susceptibilities of such agents, 
but they were, also, on probation, or trial. It 
was, therefore, necessary that they should have 
something to try them; because a state of 
trial, in which there was nothing to try them, 
would be no trial at all. For this reason, the 
tempter was permitted to enter the garden of 
‘Eden, and to approach the woman with his 
artful motive-influence. THe undertakes to 
shake her confidence in God, and weaken her 
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sense of obligation to him. He tells her 
positive falsehoods, and blinds and deceives 
her in regard to the consequences of trans- 
gression. Then he appeals to her sense of 
taste, and to her sense of sight. He, like- 
wise, appeals to her natural curiosity, to her 
desire for knowledge, and her desire for 
happiness. All these, too, are most powerful 
motive-influences of action. The confiding 
creature believes him. The motive he pre- 
sents predominates over all opposing good 
influences, and she yields. She stretches out 
her hand, she takes, and she eats. The deed 
is done, and the serpent retires. Then she 
brings to bear upon her husband all the 
motive-influence of which she is capable. 
He, likewise, yields; and, by so doing, incurs 
the maledictions of Heaven. 

Now, that our first parents acted most 
wickedly in all this, there can be no doubt. 
They committed a great and dreadful sin; 
but, in so doing, they only yielded to the 
motive-influences to evil, of which they, as 
free moral agents, had susceptibilities. Then, 
there is nothing as mysterious and inexpli- 
cable in the sin of our first parents, as many 
are wont to suppose; for, though man was 
created perfect, yet he was also created muta- 
ble; and being mutable, he was capable of 
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falling. If not capable of falling, there could 
have been no virtue, so far as he was con- 
cerned, in maintaining his integrity. 

Here the question is often asked, Could not 
God, who foresaw the fall of man, have pre- 
vented it? We answer, God can do anything 
which does not imply an absurdity. He was 
under no obligation to create man originally. 
The fact that he did not create him until a 
few thousand years ago, is sufficient evidence 
that he might have postponed his creation 
until now, or forever, if he had seen proper. 
If, then, he was under no obligation to create 
man at first, but acted’ with perfect freedom 
in so doing, it would follow that he might 
continue to exercise the same freedom, or he 
might either unmake what he had already 
made or so change it as to constitute it 
entirely different. Then, he could have 
prevented the fall of man in two ways: 
First, He could have refused to create man; 
Second, He could have made man a stock, 
or a stone, or anything else, but a free moral 
agent. But that he could have prevented 
it, consistently with his own attributes, with- 
out destroying the moral agency of man, 
no mortal can prove; for such a theory would 
be derogatory to the character of God, and 
subversive of the whole tenor of the Scriptures. - 


132 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


(3) What effect did the fall of our first 
parents have upon themselves ? 

The Bible answers the question: “ The eyes 
of them both were opened, and they knew 
that they were naked.” (See Gen. ii. 7.) 
Their eyes were opened to their own sin, and 
shame, and guilt. They now knew good and 
evil in a way that they had never known 
before. They stood guilty and condemned, 
without refuge or hope, expecting and 
deserving the wrath and curse of God. They 
were afraid to meet him; and so they fled, 
and hid themselves among the trees of the 
garden. But hide from God, they could not. 
His all-seeing eye was upon them; and, with 
a voice that makes them quake with fear, he 
calls them to a strict account. They have no 
sufficient excuse for their terrible deed, but, 
awe-struck and confounded, they make an 
effort to palliate their great wickedness. The 
man blames the woman, and the woman the 
serpent! The parties are called up, one by 
one, to hear the curses which were pro- 
nounced. 

The curse upon the serpent: ‘“ Because 
thou hast done this, thou art cursed above 
all cattle, and above every beast of the field ; 
upon thy belly shalt thou go, and dust shalt 
thou eat all the days of thy life.” This curse 
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is upon the literal serpent now. If he had legs 
or wings before, they were then taken from 
him; or, if he had previously moved in an 
erect posture, he was then doomed, hence- 
forth, to creep upon his belly, and lick the 
lust. 

The remainder ofthe curse had reference 
to the old serpent, the Devil, whose agency 
was employed in the temptation: “I will put 
enmity between thee and the woman, and 
between thy seed and her seed: it shall bruise 
thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.” 
Here, in the curse upon the serpent, we have 
the first dawn of hope upon the fallen human 
pair. The language gives assurance that they 
were not to die immediately; that they should 
live to see a seed; and that a descendant of 
the woman should utterly vanquish the old 
serpent, and put an end to his usurped 
dominion over man. All of which was liter- 
ally fulfilled in the great Seed of the woman— 
the Lord Jesus Christ. Satan bruised his 
heel when he was brought to the cross; but, 
by dying on the cross, he utterly vanquished 
Satan, and defeated all his diabolical designs. 
“Through death, he destroyed him which. 
had the power of death; that is, the devil.” 

The curse upon the woman: “I will greatly 
multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in 
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sorrow shalt thou bring forth children; and 
thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall 
rule over thee.” This curse has been literally 
fulfilled upon the daughters of Eve, from that 
day to the present. Woman has not only 
brought forth children in sorrow, but she has 
been ruled over by man. The degradation of 
woman, especially in countries where the 
Bible has never gone, has been most dreadful. 
She has not been punished for the sin of her 
first mother, but her sufferings, in consequence 
of it, have been long and terrible. 

The curse upon man: ‘ Because thou hast 
hearkened unto the voice of thy wife, and 
hast eaten of the tree, of which I commanded 
thee, saying, Thou shalt not eat of it: cursed 
is the ground for thy sake; in sorrow shalt 
thou eat of it all the days of thy hfe; thorns 
also and thistles shall it bring forth to thee; 
and thou shalt eat of the herb of the field; 
in the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, 
till thou return unto the ground; for out of 
it wast thou taken: for dust thou art, and 
unto dust shalt thou return.” (See Gen. ili. 
17-10.) 

In this curse upon Adam—he being the 
true representative of the whole human race— 
we find language more comprehensive and 
dreadful. It clearly and unmistakably in- 
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cludes two things: Wirst, A curse upon the 
ground, involving hard and wasting labor for 
subsistence ; Second, Temporal dissolution, or 
death. That both of these maledictions have 
been hterally enforced, let toiling man and 
countless graves testify. 

Let it not be overlooked, in this connection, 
that, in addition to the physical evils, or 
curses, Which were pronounced upon our first 
parents, they had, previous to the time that 
these curses were pronounced, incurred the 
penalty of eternal death—had not only for- 
feited all claim and title to heaven, but had 
incurred the wrath of God forever and ever! 
Hence, the entire curse involved three things 
—death temporal, death spiritual, and death 
eternal. 

Some have professed to doubt that temporal 
death was entailed upon our first parents in 
consequence of the Fall. The argument 
which they offer for the position is, that Jesus 
Christ redeemed man from the curse of the 
law; and, say they, inasmuch as he has not 
shielded man from temporal death, it (tem- 
poral death) could have been no part of the 
curse or penalty of the law. 

The argument, however, is superticial and 
defective. Jesus Christ has not absolutely 
redeemed man from the curse of the law, but 
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has done so conditionally. But if the condi: 
tion—* faith in his name’’—is not compled 
with, then the curse of the law has been only 
stayed or postponed. So in regard to tem- 
poral death; though he has not redeemed 
ian front the thing itself, yet he has redeemed 
him, conditionally, from the “ sting of death”? — 
the only thing about it that is to be dreaded. 
- But the Bible settles the question beyond a 
peradventure or doubt: 

‘“‘ Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into 
the world, and death by sin; and-so death 
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.” 
(See Rom. v. 12.) 

“The wages of sin is death.” (See Rom. 
vi. 23.) 

This is presented as a broad principle of 
truth—a Scripture axiom of universal appli- 
cation. It is true that no particular kind of 
death is specified; but the term death is used 
in a general and unlimited sense. - Then, 
wherever we find death in any shape or form, 
or of any kind, among the human race, we 
may feel sure that it is “the wages of sin.” 

The truth is, the curse pronounced upon 
Adam proves beyond controversy that tem- 
poral death is the result of sin. ‘“ Because 
thou has hearkened,” etc., ete.: “for dust 
thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return.” 
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‘It may also be proper to mention the fact, 
in this connection, that Infidels have ridiculed 
the idea that the “mere eating of an apple,” 
as they term it, could produce spiritual death 
in our first parents. But ridicule is not argu- 
ment; and one “thus saith the Lord” is 
worth infinitely more than alk the assertions 
of every skeptic that has ever lived, including 
even the devil himself, who is the father of 
Infidelity. In the first place, no one knows 
that it was an “apple” that our first parents 
eat; for the Bible nowhere says what kind 
of fruit it was. In the second place, it was 
by no means a trivial affair. The eating of 
the forbidden fruit was simply an external act 
of transgression; but the seat of the crime 
lay deep in the soul. There, where all had 
been holiness and love, every evil principle 
reigned in triumph—unbelief was there; 
treason, rebellion, pride, lust—in a word, the 
root of evil, every passion which Satan could 
instigate, or which man has ever felt, was 
contained in the principle which actuated the 
first transgression. The authority of God 
was here disregarded; the word of God was 
contradicted ; allegiance to Heaven was relin- 
quished; and the claims of gratitude were 
entirely ignored. Then, how wicked the idea 
_which represents the “first sin’? as a small 
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affuir! No wonder, then, that God said, “In 
the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt. 
surely dic.” Mark the expression well. God 
does not say that thy body alone shall die, nor 
that thy sow alone shall die; but “thou” shalt 
die—meaning Adam, a compound being, con- 
sisting of sow! and 6body— thou,’ in thy 
entirety, “shalt die.” Now, if the body alone 
had committed the offense, then the soul might 
have been spared the curse; or, if the soul 
alone had committed the offense, then might 
the body have been shielded from the wrath 
of God; but it was a sin of soul and body; 
therefore, they must both be involved in the 
penalty of death. 

(4) What effect did the sin of our first parents 
have upon their offspring 2 

If one scripture-truth is more clearly taught 
than another, it 1s that Adam was the federal. 
head, or representative, of the whole human 
family. In fact, he and his wife, at the time 
“the covenant of works” was made, consti- 
tuted the human race. They constituted it 
all. There were no others. The manner of 
his creation proves the same thing. Angels 
were all created at once, by the immediate 
ugency of the Creator. Of the human race, 
however, only two were formed at first, and 
from these all the rest have descended by 
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ordinary generation. Now, as all angels were 
created at once, each was capable of acting 
for himself, and in the full maturity of his 
powers. Accordingly, it appears that each 
did act for himself; that there was no federal 
head among them; that each individual stood 
or fell for himself alone. That it was other- 
wise in the case of man, seems to be a kind of 
necessary consequence of that law of his 
nature by which each generation is derived 
from that which immediately precedes it, 
and all from the first. 
But let us appeal to the only infallible 
standard—the Bible. In addition to the 
numerous declarations upon this point, the 
Apostle Paul, in more than one instance, runs 
a parallel between the ruin brought on the 
whole race of man by the disobedience of 
Adam, and the benefits procured by Christ 
for all his sincere disciples. This parallel, 
too, is run in such a manner as to put it 
beyond a reasonable doubt, that Adam was a 
covenant head in the Fall,and Christ a cove- 
nant head in the redemption and restoration, 
biemaans;rebor instance: “The ‘first man 
Adam was made a living soul; the last Adam 
was made a quickening spirit.” (See 1 Cor. 
xv. 45.) Here the parallel is so complete, that 
the very name Adam is given, also, to Christ. 
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If this does not teach that Adam, lke Christ, 
was a public or federative character, then 
language can have no meaning. Paul, in this 
chapter, was contrasting death and its attend- 
aut evils, which came by Adam, with life and 
its attendant blessings, which came by Christ. 
Accordingly, in the twenty-second verse, we 
read: ‘‘ For as in Adam all die, even so in 
Christ shall all be made alive.” Now, if 
Christ was a federal representative, through 
whom the blessing of life is communicated, 
even so was Adam a federal head, through 
whom death is communicated. 

In the fifth chapter to the Romans, the 
Apostle considers the subject at length, and 
contrasts the evils entailed upon the human 
race by Adam with the benctits which they 
derive from Christ. Here he, in an argu- 
ment both clear and logical, shows that Adam 
was as much a public representative in the 
transgression as Christ was in the atonement. 
Unless, then, we admit that Adam was the 
federal head of mankind, how ean they be 
constituted sinners by his oftense? Death, 
being “the wages of sin,” could not be 
inflicted on all mankind unless they had 
sinned, either personally or by their represent- 
ative. If, then, we deny that Adam was the 
representative of his posterity, in the eye of 
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the law, how could they be considered sinners 
by the law? But the Apostle says, “ Death 
passed upon all, forall have sinned.” Notice, 
the main point in the argument of Paul is, 
that all upon whom death passes, or are liable 
to death, have sinned; but, as we know, 
death passes upon many (infants) who have 
not sinned personally, or “after the similitude 
of Adam’s transgression,” then these infants 
must have sinned in Adam; and, if so, he 
must have been, in the eye of the law, their 
federal head. Indeed, to deny that Adam, in 
the first transgression, was a public represent- 
ative of his race, would involve us in inextri- 
cable confusion, and would make the Bible, 
in all that pertains to sin and atonement, a 
sealed book ! 

From the foregoing, it is obvious that, in 
Adam, all mankind were represented; and, 
in his fall, all mankind fell, in him, as truly, 
in the eye of the Jaw, as he feil himself; and 
that the consequences of the first transgres- 
sion are visited upon the whole human race, 
as a penal infliction, for the guilt of Adam 
imputed to them—they all being seminally 
in him, and, with him, identified in the 
offense. 

As has been previously stated, Adam, by 
his transgression, fell into a state of spiritual 
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corruption and death. From that moment, 
his nature was depraved, and his affections 
and actions were sinful. In this state he 
begat children, in his own emage and likeness. 
They were like him in nature, and, as soon as 
they began to act, were like him in character,. 
This great law of Mtkeness runs through all 
the works of God. Every seed in the vege- 
table world produces its Itke, and every 
animal which is capable of propagation pro- 
duces its like. This universal law, too, 1s a 
good one; for, if it were abrogated, unspeak- 
able confusion and misery would be the result. 

Now, in accordance with this general law, 
Adam begat a son in his own sinful likeness ; 
and that son begat others; and these, others ; 
and so on to the present time. This order of 
things could not have been changed without 
a miracle; and such a miracle God has never 
seen proper to perform. Indeed, rather than- 
change or coutravene this great law, that 
“like begets like,’ God, “when he brought. 
his only begotten Son into the world,” pre- 
ferred to perform another kind of miracle, 
and gave his Son conception and birth with- 
out a hunian father ! 

It is not out of place here to notive 
two objections, which have been urged to 
the doctrine which we have just been de- 
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fending — the doctrine of the transmission 
of sin from our first parents to their off: 
spring: 

First. It is said that the covenant made 
with Adam could not embrace his children, 
for they were not then in existence. 

It is true, they were not then born, but 
they virtually existed in Adam ’s loins—did 
really exist seminally. This being true, he had 
a right to enter into a covenant embracing 
them, though they were not born. We sce 
the same principle carried out in every-day 
life. It is a common occurrence for parents 
now to represent their unborn children; as, 
in making bargains, selling lands, contracting 
debts, etc. Why, then, was it not just. for 
Adam to represent his children in transacting 
with God? In replying, it may be said, that, 
in one case, the transaction embraces only 
temporal things; whereas, in the other, eternal 
interests are involved. But do not parents 
make “covenants,” or trades, or bargains, 
which affect the eternal interests of their 
children? Most certainly they do, in many 
ways—by the society in which they place 
their children, by the teachers whom they 
employ, by the religious influences to which 
they subject them, etc., etc. — 

Second. It is not just, it is said, that the 
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destiny of multiplied millions should be 
placed in the hands of one man. 

Now, let us look at this for a moment. 
The question has two sides. If Adam had 
stood the test, all his offspring would, like 
himself, have been forever happy. Would 
this have been equitable? Yes, we all agree 
that it would) Then, would it not be equita- 
ble, if he became unholy, that his offspring 
should be unholy? The principle is the same, 
however it may affect the human race. If 
hereditary holiness and happiness would have 
been equitable, hereditary depravity and 
misery must be equitable, also. According 
to an old maxim, “It is a bad rule that will 
not work both ways.” 

The truth is, instead of its being unjust 
that one man should represent the whole 
human race, it is the most kind and merciful 
provision that could have been devised, 
Remember, that the race was to be born into 
the world in a state of infantile weakness. 
Now, during this state, would the children of 
Adam have been as competent to resist temp- 
tation as he was in the perfection of his 
powers? There is not a doubt that every 
individual had a better prospect by being 
represented in Adam, than if he had been 
compelled to stand for himself, The high 
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responsibility of Adam—the knowledge that 
he stood for his posterity—was, no doubt, a 
strong inducement to him to maintain. his 
integrity. Then, is it unjust that Adam was 
made the representative of his offspring? 
If his offspring could have had a voice in 
the matter, they would have preferred this to 
any other plan that could have been devised. 

Before coneluding this chapter, it may be a 
matter of interest to devote a small space to 
the consideration of the manner in which 
this corrupt nature has been transmitted from 
generation to generation—from Adam to the 
present time. In other words, how is it that 
the soul of every human being becomes cor- 
rupt? It is necessary to say, that this is a 
difficult subject—one of the most difficult in 
the whole range of theology. One reason, too, 
why it is so difficult is, that the Bible is silent 
as to the manner, though not at all silent as 
to the fuet. | 

There are, however, three ways of account- 
ing for this; but, of course, only one of them 
ean be true. . 

First. That all souls were created at the 
time that Adam was brought into being. | 

According to this theory, the soul is not 
produced by ordinary generation; but as 
soon as a body is born, a soul is given to it; 

10 
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and, by means of the connection of the soul 
with a corrupt body, the soul itself becomes. 
corrupt. To the author, this theory is not 
only objectionable, but repulsive. It virtually 
charges God with the corruption of each 
soul; since, according to the theory, God 
takes one of the pure souls originally created, 
and places it in connection with an impure 
body, and it (the soul) thereby becomes 
contaminated. 

Second. That God is now constantly engaged 
in creating souls—that he creates one every 
time a human being is born. 

There are two objections to this theory : 

(a2) It is an implied contradiction of the 
Mosaic account; for the idea is there clearly 
taught, that on the sixth day God completed 
the work of creation, so far as this world is 
- concerned. 

(0) This theory, as in the other case, vir- 
tually charges God with the corruption of 
the human soul. 

Third. That souls are propagated by traduc- 
tion—that is, that each soul is derived from 
one of the same kind by ordinary generation. 

This, we think, is the true theory; and for 
so thinking, the following reasons, in brief, 
are given: 

(a) There is no evidence from the Scriptures 


THE FALL OF MAN. 147 


that God is still engaged in the work of 
creation, so far as this world is concerned. 

(6) It is no more unreasonable that we 
should derive our souls by descent than that 
-we should derive our bodies by descent. 

(c) It is the most philosophical way to 
account for the transmission of original sin 
from Adam to his posterity. 

If God created souls according to. either 
the first or second theory, they are either 
holy or sinful per se—within themselves. If 
sinful, then God is the author of the evil; if 
holy, then they can become sinful only as 
Adam’s did—by actual transgression; conse- 
quently, the doctrine of “innate” sin is a 
myth! <A pure soul cannot corrupt the body ; 
nor can the body, which, without the soul, 
possesses no moral attribute, corrupt the soul. 

(d) The Bible teaches that, in order to 
obtain salvation, we “must be born again.” 
Now, if the soul is not born with the body, 
how can its renovation in conversion be called 
a new birth—‘“ born again?” Surely, no one 
will contend that the body is born again. 

A great diversity of opinion exists as to 
the extent of the depravity of the human soul. 
Is it totally depraved? Before answering the 
question, we should know just what is meant 
by the term “total depravity.” If it means 


148 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


that the soul is just as corrupt as it is possi- 
ble for it to be, then we answer in the 
negative. Butif it means that cvery faculty 
of it is corrupt—-that it is, without regenera- 
tion, wholly unfit for heaven—then we 
unhesitatingly answer in the affirmative. 
There are, certainly, degrees, so to speak, in 
wickedness. Some souls are more debased 
and corrupt than others, owing to surround- 
ing influences; but, as stated previously, all 
are defiled, and wholly defiled. To illustrate: 
a glass of water containing a few grains of 
arsenic is a poison; but twice the amount of 
the deadly drug will make that water a still 
- greater poison. Just so with the human soul. 
This depravity, too, is part and parcel of the 
soul—is in it at its birth. _ Hence, infants are, 
in the eye of the law, sinners, and can be 
saved only by the efficacy of the atonement 
of Christ. 

The Scripture passages upon the subject of 
human depravity are not only numerous, but 
emphatic. (See Gen. vi. 5, viii. 21; Job v. 7, 
xv, 14;3- Ps. lids lvin,, 86435 Jere ieee 
John 111..38; Rom. iii, 10-18, vii. 185. vin. 133 
alseviiliaer etcsrete.) 

It need scarcely be added, in the closing 
paragraph of this chapter, that all history, all 
experience, and all observation confirm—titerally 
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confirm—the teachings of the Bible upon the 
subject of human depravity. And the only 
remedy for this depravity is the atonement of 
the Lord Jesus Christ, « Without shedding 
of blood is no remission.” (Heb. ix, 22.) 
Nothing, then, but the blood of Christ can 
_ cleanse the soul from its moral pollution. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VIII. 


QuEsTION 1. In whose image were our first parents 
created ? 

2. Explain what is meant by natural, and what by 
moral, image. 

3. Why were they proper subjects of law ? 

4. What was the covenant with them? ~ Explain this. 

5. What was the penalty of this covenant? 

6. Was the test to which Adam was subjected the best 
that could have been made? Explain why. 

7. Was it unreasonable? Show why not. 

8. Did this test, likewise, embrace the moral law? 
Show why. 

9. What was the result of this test ?. Give Scripture 
proof. 

10. What is the first general question of interest on 
this point? Was the animal an ape? (a) By what is 
Nehesh translated in the Septuagint ? Is there a word in 
the Greek language meaning ape? Explain in full, 
(b) What difficulty in the theory of Dr. Clarke? Give a 
full explanation. (c) What of the references in the 
New Testament’? Give references, and explain, 

11. What is the second general question? State the 
difficulty in full. 

12. Have we the means ofa partial solution? State them, 
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13. Was the blessed Saviour, likewise, subject to these 
motive-influences ? Show why. 

14, What is necessary in a state of trial? Explain 
fully. 

15. Was man created mutable? Why? 

16. Could God have prevented the fall of man? 
How? Give the two methods. 

17. Could God have prevented the fall of man con- 
sistently with his own attributes ? 

18. What is the third general question ? 

19. What is meant by their “eyes being opened,” ete. ? 

20. What did they do? Why? 

21. What of the curse upon the serpent ? 

22, What of the curse upon the tempter? 

23. Has this been fulfilled? How? 

24. What of the curse upon the woman ? 

25. Has this been fulfilled? How? 

26. What of the curse upon the man? Repeat the 
language. 

27. Why is the curse upon Adam more comprehen- 
sive ? 

28. What two things did it involve in the way of 
physical curses ? 

29. What penalty had they previousty incurred ? Then 
give the three things involved in the entire curse. 

30. Do some deny. that temporal death is the result of 
the Fall? Give the argument. Show its defect. 

31. What do the Scriptures teach upon this subject? 
Give the passages. 

32. Is, then, temporal death the result of sini 
Prove it. 

33. What of the ridicule of Infidels ? 

34. Was the eating of the forbidden fruit the result of 
a prior sin? Explain. 

35. What is the import of ‘‘thou shalt die”? 

36. What is the fourth general question ? 
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37. Was Adam a federal head? Prove it. 

38. How was it with angels ? 

39. What do the Scriptures teach in se to reras as 
a federal head? Give them in full. 

40. Why do infants die ? 

41. Is it a natural law for “like to propagate like”? 
Explain. : 

42. Why, then, were Adam’s children sinners ? 

43. Has God ever changed this law? What did he do 
_in the case of the Saviour ? 

44, State the first objection to this view of the subject. 
How do you answer ? 

45. Give the second objection. How answered ? 

46. Would Adam’s descendants have preferred this ? 
Show why. 

47. Give the three methods by. one of which this cor- 
_rupt nature is propagated. What of the first: method ? 
Of the second? Of the third? 
_ 48. Is the human race totally depraved? Explain in 
full. Give an illustration. . 

49. What do the Scriptures teach on this subject? 

50. Give the general conclusion. | 


CHUv THR, EX, 
THE UNITY OF THE HUMAN RACE, 


It is a fact, which cannot be controverted, 
that the human race, as it now exists, exhibits 
great diversity of complexion, features, form, 
structure, and habits—features which consti- 
tute distinctive marks of different varieties or 
races. ‘These races, too, as a general rule, are 
found occupying each its own peculiar portion 
of the earth’s surface. my 

As to the number of races into which man- 
\sind are divided, the learned are not agreed. 
‘Some reckon three, others five, and some sixteen. 

Professor Agassiz, a very learned naturalist, 
whose mind was considerably tinctured with 
infidelity, says: ‘As a question of natural 
history, the investigation of the human race 
leads to the idea of the diversity of their 
origin, rather than to the supposition that 
they have originated from a common stock.” 
Again he says: ‘“ Reasoning on man merely 
as a subject of natural history, the different 
races could not have originated from one parr, 


nor from a common center; but, rather, that 
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mankind originated in groups, or nations, just 
as bees did in swarms; and that each race 
originated in the locality where it now exists.” 

These are bold assertions; and, coming 
from such a source, they deserve notice. 

Those who assert the diversity of the origin 
of the human race, give the following reasons 
for their position: 

(1) Throughout the works of creation we see 
evident signs of progress—of development Jrom a a 
lower to a higher organism. 

In the vegetable kingdom, it is said these 
developments are from the lichen to the oak; 
and in the animal kingdom, from the mollusk 
to the leviathan. Why, it is asked, should 
mnan be the only exception? 

As presented by its advocates, the theory 
seems plausible; but it will not bear scrutiny. 
It confounds gradation with development. No 
one will deny that there are gradations in the 
work of creation; but it would be very diffi- 
cult to prove that any one of these classes can 
be developed into a higher class or into a 
different species. Hach is perfect in its kind, 
and has its distinct boundary which it cannot 
pass. In other words, it is simply absurd to 
suppose that, by any process, one species can 
ever be developed into another or a higher 
one. 
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(2) The human race exhibits great diversity in 
appearance and structure; showing thereby that 
they did not all spring from a single pair. 

Admitting this to be true, what does it 
amount to? Does this prove that the whole 
human family does not belong to one race— 
did not have a common parentage? Most 
certainly we find as great diversities among 
other animals—dogs, cats, cows, horses, ete. ; 
each class of which we know belongs to the 
same race. Remove any animal you may 
select from the torrid or temperate to the 
frigid zone, and what will be the result? It 
will change in almost every respect—change 
in color, size, mode of living, etc. Why, just 
think what a change is produced upon a wild 
animal by simply domesticating it! Is it 
strange, then, that there should be diversities 
among men, dwelling, as they do, in totally 
different climates, and living in all sorts of 
ways? Would it not be marvelous, yea, 
almost miraculous, if there were not divers- 
ities, and great diversities too? 

(8) If the human race had all sprung from one 
pair, it could never have been so widely diffused 
over the earth. 

At first view, this may seem to be a strong 
point; but when closely examined, its inherent 
weakness is clearly seen. 
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According to the most reliable chronology, 
it has been over four thousand years since the 
Flood. Now, let it not be overlooked that 
four thousand years is quite a period. About 
two hundred and fifty years ago, the English 
planted some small colonies in this country ; 
yet how widely have they spread themselves! 
Where, on this great continent, are they not 
found? Now, if such a dispersion has been 
effected in two hundred and fifty years, what — 
may not have been accomplished in more 
than four thousand years? 

Having briefly presented the principal argu- 
ments in favor of the diversity of the human 
race, let us next consider those on the other 
side—the arguments in favor of the unity of 
the human family. 

(1) Man is a cosmopolite—can live in any 
country. ; + 

Man can live upon almost anything— 
whether vegetable or animal diet; whether 
upon fruits, or grains, or flesh. This is not 
true of any other animal. There is, there- 
fore, nothing in man’s nature to contradict 
the idea that he originated from a single pair. 

(2) All the different varieties of the human 
race can intermingle and reproduce their own 
species—human beings—beings capable, like them- 
selves, of reproducing others. 
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~The union of individuals of similar, or 
closely allied, races, is frequently productive 
of a hybrid; as, mules, a half-breed between 
the horse and the ass; but these hybrids are 
not fertile—the mule cannot propagate itself. 
Now, the union of races entirely different 
does not occur in nature. We never meet 
with a half-breed between the hon and the 
tiger, nor between the bear and the hyena. But 
all the various races of mankind do freely 
intermingle, all over the world, and their half- 
breed offspring are everywhere fertile—can 
reproduce themselves. Nay, in some cases, 
these half-breeds are found to be superior 
to either of the parent stocks. Now, are 
not these facts sufficient to prove that all 
the varying races sprang from one human 
pair ? : 
(3) In all the different: varieties of the human 
race, there is a most striking similarity in the 
modes of life, customs, tools, weapons, funeral 
rites, tombs, temples, etc. 

Implements of flint and stone, precisely 
similar in all respects, have been found among 
the ruins and on the sites of ancient villages 
in Europe, in Asia, in America, and in Oce- 
anica. The same is true of weapons and 
sundry implements of stone. It is, also, a 
fact, which cannot be controverted, that the 
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pyramidal temples of Mexico, Yucatan, and 
Peru, are essentially the same kind of struct- 
ures as those found in India, Chaldea, Baby- 
lonia, Egypt, and Ethiopia. Likewise, the 
tomb-structures of Tahiti, in the Pacifie 
Ocean, are the very counterpart of those 
found in England, France, and Denmark. So, 
too, the “ dug-out,’ or canoe, of the North 
American Indian is precisely similar to the 
canoes of the Polynesian Islanders, in the 
great Pacific. How could these things be, 
unless the human race had a common origin? 

(4) The languages of the various races show 
that these races had a common origin. 

The learned Humboldt says: ‘The study 
of comparative languages shows us that races 
now separated by vast tracts of land are allied 
together, and have migrated from one primi- 
tive seat: yea, that there was a period, in the 
past, when the whole family of mankind was, 
in the strictest sense of the word, one living 
whole.’ Coming from the source it does, this 
argument needs neither expansion nor addi- 
tional corroboration. 

(5) The common depravity of the human race 
shows that all mankind descended from one 
fallen father. 

No one, who is at all familiar with history, 
will deny that the whole human race is 
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wicked—not a nation or tribe on earth that 
has not the “trail of the serpent.” Now, 
how does this happen, if all are not the 
descendants of Adam? Were there different 
races, and did all of them fall? If so, where 
is the proof? Or, did Adam, the father of one 
race, represent all the other races; and, when 
he fell, did all the other races fall? If so, 
where is the proof? The truth is, there is but 
one possible way to account for this depravity 
sf mankind, and that is by considering them 
as descendants from one fallen pair. 

(6) The argument from tradition. 

Among all nations and all tribes, in every 
age and country of the world, there have 
been found traditions respecting the creation 
of the first pair, the fall of man, the deluge, 
and the rescue of but one family from the 
destruction occasioned by it; and traditions, 
also, concerning the tower of Babel, the con- 
fusion of tongues, and the subsequent disper- 
sion of mankind. Now, if all men sprang 
from one common stock, we can understand 
how the memory of these events in the early 
history of their common progenitors would 
naturally linger, in such obscure traditions, 
among all tribes. But if each race had a 
separate origin, each in its own separate 
zoological province, the existence of these 
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universally-spread traditions is utterly un- 
accountable. | 

(7) The adaptation of the gospel to the wants 
of all men everywhere, is another proof of their 
common origin. 

Now, the gospel is, CE only fon 
the deecenonuks of apostate Adam; but it is 
adapted to the wants of the whole human race 
—to the Hottentots, Chinese, Hindoos, Ne- 
groes, Indians, and the islanders of every sea. 
It raises the fallen, comforts the afflicted, puts 
an end to savage wars and other inhuman 
practices, and is to the whole human race as 
hight in darkness, as life from the dead. How 
could this be, if all men have not a common 
origin ? 

(8) The Bible positively and unequivocally 
asserts that all the human race sprang from one 
pair. 

“God hath made of one blood all nations 
of men for to dwell on all the face of the 
earth.” (See Acts xvi. 26.) Could language 
be made more plain or emphatic? Here 
Paul asserts that the entire population of the 
globe sprang from one and the same stock, 
all men of all nations, whatever. be the 
shade of their complexion, the difference 
of their features, their anatomical structure, 
their habits of life, and their intellectual 
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capacity — the Caucasian, the Negro, the 
Mongol, the Malay, the Papuan—are, all 
of them, descendants of Adam and Eve. 
They all constitute one family. They are 
all from one mother, ve; so named on 
that very account, that she should be the 
mother of all living. (See Gen. iii. 20.) 

The fact is, unless it be true that all man- 
kind have a common origin, the Bible is “: 
cunningly-devised fable,” and all history is 
utterly false! In a previous chapter, it was 
proved that death is the result of sin—Adam’s 
sin. If, then, all mankind did not spring 
from Adam, why is it that all men everywhere 
die? There is but one satisfactory answer, 
and that is, Because all mankind sprang 
from Adam. Besides, why, if all men are 
not sinners, did Christ direct that the gospel 
should be preached to every creature? <All 
men are sinners; Christ died for Adam’s race; 
and, if there be on this earth a human being 
that is not a descendant of Adam, then 
Christ did not die for him—he has no 
Saviour! 

If the doctrine of the unity of the human 
race be true, how, it may be asked, can we 
account for the great diversity in color, feat- 
ures, form, habits, ete., which now exist among 
mankind? With the Bible for our guide, 
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this is not a difficult problem to solve. The 
solution is found in the transaction at Babel. 
“And the Lord said, Behold, the people is 
one, and they have all one language; and 
this they begin to do: and now nothing wilt 
be restrained from them, which they have im- 
agined to do. Go to, let us go down, and 
there confound their language, that they may 
not understand one another’s speech. So the 
Lord scattered them abroad from thence upon 
the face of all the earth: and they left off to 
build the city. Therefore is the name of it 
ealled Babel; because the Lord did there 
confound the language of all the earth: and 
from thence did the Lord scatter them abroad 
upon the face of all the earth.” (Gen. xi. 6-9.) 

Here, then, we see how the people were 
“scattered abroad,’ and, as a matter of 
course, God did all that was necessary to - 
secure the result contemplated. He must, 
therefore, in this transaction, have so touched 
or modified man’s physical constitution as 
that the differences of complexion, etec., would 
be adapted to the various localities into which 
the people were “scattered.” This constitu- 
tional law of change was, no doubt, im- 
pressed, at once, upon all the different 
branches of the human family simultaneously 
with “the confounding of language.” The 
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operation of this newly-impressed law might 
have been sudden and instantaneous; but, 
more probably, it was gradual, developing its 
effects through several successive generations, 
and the more fully, the nearer each branch 
approached to that region for which its 
changed constitution fitted it. But the change, 
once wrought, remained permanent. The 
new varieties did not revert to the original 
type, whatever that type may have been. 
Such, too, we know is the law impressed upon 
animal nature, in the inferior creation. 

Some attempt to account for the different 
varieties of the human race by the influence 
of climate, food, habits of life, etc.; but, it 
must be confessed, the effort is a failure. A 
hot climate, as we know, has not produced 
the dark hue of some of the races; for the 
complexion of the Greenlander and the Es- 
quimaux is as dark as that of the Hindoo or 
Hottentot. Besides, thousands of fair Eu- 
ropeans have settled as colonists in tropical 
countries; yet, though the exposure to the 
climate tans the skin, the constitution remains 
the same. The parents may be sunburnt, but 
their offspring are born as fair as the primi- 
tive race from which they descended. 

Moreover, according to the most reliable 
chronology, it has been only a little over four 
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thousand years since Noah left the ark; but 
we find, on evidence which cannot be dis- 
puted, that, about three thousand seven 
hundred years ago, there was a nation of 
Ethiopians settled not far from Egypt. These 
people were  black-skinned, thick-lipped, 
woolly-headed, just as the Negroes of the 
present day are. Now, if Noah and his sons 
were fair-skinned, the change from white to 
black must have been effected in about five 
hundred years. That this could have been 
effected by natural causes, such as climate, 
food, ete., the experience of more than thirty 
centuries palpably contradicts. Nothing short 
of a miracle could have accomplished the 
work, and that miracle we find recorded in 
Genesis, at the building of the tower of 
Babel. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IX. 


Question 1. Do we find great diversity in the human 
‘ace ? Show in what respect. 

2. What of the number into which it is divided ? 

3. What is the teaching of Agassiz on this subject? 
Give it in full. 

4, What is the first objection urged against the unity 
of the human race? How is it answered ? 

5. What is the second objection? How answered ? 

6. What is the third objection? Answer it in full. 

7. What is the first reason assigned for the unity of 
the human race ? 

8. What is the second ? 

9. What the third ? 

10. What the fourth ? 

11. What the fifth ? 

12. What the sixth ? 

13. What the seventh ? 

14. What the eighth? Explain in detail, and give the 
Scripture proof. 

15. How else ean we account for the fact that all men 
are sinners ? 

16. How, then, can we account for the great diversity ? 

17. Does difference of climate account for it? Show 
why it does not. 
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How, then, can the diversity be accounted for ? 
When and where were these changes effected ? 
Give the history of Babel. 

Was the change the result of a miracle ? 

Now, give a synopsis of the argument against the 


common origin of the human race. 


wee 


the common origin of the same. 


Also, give a synopsis of the argument in favor of 
% 


CHAPTER X. 
THE DELUGE. 


One of the most remarkable events that 
has ever transpired in the history of the 
world, was the Flood, in the days of Noah. 
It occurred, according to the most reliable 
chronology, in the year of the world 1656. 
The prediction of it, so to speak, is recorded 
in the sixth chapter of Genesis, in the follow- 
ing words: “ And, behold, I, even I, do bring 
a flood of waters upon the earth, to destroy 
all flesh, wherein is the breath of life, from 
under the heaven; and everything that 1s in 
the earth shall die.” In the following chap- 
ter we find the fulfillment of the prediction 
in the concise, but emphatic, language which 
follows: “In the sixth hundredth year of 
Noah’s life, in the second month, the seven- 
teenth day of the month, the same day were 


all the fountains of the great deep broken up, 
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and the windows of heaven were opened. 
And the rain was upon the earth forty days 
and forty nights. In the self-same day entered 
Noah, and Shem, and Ham, and Japheth, the 
sons of Noah, and Noah’s wife, and the three 
wives of his sons with them, into the ark; 
they, and every beast after his kind, and all 
the cattle after their kind, and every creeping 
thing that creepeth upon the earth after his 
kind, and every fowl after his kind, every 
bird of every sort. And they went in unto 
Noah into the ark, two and two of all flesh, 
wherein is the breath of life. And they that 
went in, went in male and female of all flesh, | 
as God had commanded him, and the Lord 
shut him in. And the flood was forty days 
upon the earth; and the waters increased, 
and bare up the ark, and it was lift up above 
the earth. . And the waters prevailed, and 
were increased greatly upon the earth; and 
the ark went upon the face of the waters. 
And the waters prevailed exceedingly upon 
the earth; and all the high hills, that were 
under the whole heaven, were covered.  Fif- 
teen cubits upward did the waters prevail; 
and the mountains were covered. And all 
flesh died that moved upon the earth, both of 
fowl, and of cattle, and of beast, and of every 
creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth, 
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and every man: all in whose nostrils was the 
breath of life, of all that was in the dry land, 
died. And every living substance was de- 
stroyed which was upon the face of the 
ground, both man, and cattle, and the creep- 
ing things, and the fowl of the heaven; and 
they were destroyed from the earth: and 
Noah only remained alive, and they that were 
with him in the ark. And the waters pre- 
vailed upon the earth an hundred and fifty 
days.” (Gen. vil. 11-24.) 

A. careful examination of the preceding 
will show that the narrative of this great 
event, as given by Moses, is very minute. It 
tells when the Flood came, how it came, and 
why it came. It also gives particulars as to 
the extent to which it prevailed, the time of 
its continuance, the number of persons saved, 
ete. 3 

In other parts of the Bible, too, we find 
frequent references to this remarkable event. 
“Hast thou marked the old way which 
wicked men have trodden? Which were cut 
down out of time, whose foundation was 
overflown with a flood.” (Job xxii. 15, 16.) 
This book, it must be remembered, is con- 
sidered by many as the oldest writing now in 
the world. 

The blessed Saviour refers to the same 
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event, and uses it to illustrate the terrible 
destruction that is to befall the wicked in the 
final dav: “For as in the days that were 
before the flood they were eating and drink- 
ing, marrying and giving in marriage, until 
the day that Noe entered into the ark.” 
(Matt. xxiv. 38.) 

The Apostle Peter, likewise, refers to it in 
the following words: “For this they will- 
ingly are ignorant of, that by the word of 
God the heavens were of old, and the earth 
standing out of the water and in the water: 
whereby the world that then was, being over- 
flowed with water, perished: but the heavens 
and the earth, which are now, by the same 
word are kept in store, reserved unto fire 
against the day of judgment and perdition of 
ungodly men.” (2 Pet. iii. 5-7.) 

The preceding passages are quoted to show 
that the fact of the Deluge does not rest 
merely upon the narrative as given by Moses. 
It is in other parts of the Bible—in the teach- 
ings of the Saviour and of his apostles. 
Indeed, it is an integral part of the Seript- 
ures, and can never be set aside while their 
authority is recognized. 

(1) Lhe Universality of the Deluge. 

One of the first questions that meets us, is 
in regard to the extent or universality of the 
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Flood. Was it a mere local inundation, 
zovering a part of Western Asia and Greece? 
or, did it literally cover the whole earth? In 
favor of the position that the Flood was uni- 
versal, the following arguments are adduced: 

(a) It was necessary that it should be so, 
else the beasts, birds, and more especially the 
birds of passage, might have fled before the 
invading scourge to a place of safety; and 
thereby thwarted, in part at least, the purpose 
for which the Flood was sent. 

(6) If it had not been universal, then the 
whole human race, including even Noah and 
his family, might have crossed the Caucasian 
Mountains, and escaped in safety; thereby 
not only rendering null and’ void the special 
purpose of the Flood, but, also, rendering the 
building of the ark wholly unnecessary. 

_(c) If the waters rose high enough to cover, 
to the depth of fifteen cubits, all the mount- 
ains of South-western Asia (which all admit 
who contend for only a partial inundation)— 
covered, for instance, the ancient Imaus, the 
lofty Taurus, the Caucasian range, and Ararat 
itself, rising to the height of eighteen thou- 
sand feet—what would hinder them (the 
waters) from covering the whole earth ? 

(d) The united voice of tradition is to the 
effect that the Flood was universal. The 
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Chaldeans, the Persians, the Egyptians, the 
Greeks, the Romans, the Chinese, the Hin- 
doos, the Indians—in fact, all the ancient 
nations under heaven — have traditions on 
this subject, and they all agree that it was 
universal. 

(ec) The Apostle Peter clearly indicates the 
universality of the Deluge in the language 
previously quoted from his pen, in which the 
destruction of the world by water is con- 
trasted with its final destruction by fire. If 
there is to be a final conflagration that will 
destroy this world (and we-know there will 
be, for the Bible says so), then the Flood 
must have been universal, else the figure 
which the Apostle employs would be without 
meaning. 

(f) The Bible positively and forever settles 
the question: “ All the high hills, that were 
under the whole heaven, were covered.” 
(Gen. vii. 19.) 

(2) The objections to a universal Deluge. 

Having presented the principal arguments 
in favor of the position that the Deluge was 
universal, it will now be in place to answer 
the objections which have been urged against 
this theory. The following is a brief sum- 
mary : 

(a) It is asked, Where could all the water 
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have come from to deluge the earth and cover 
the highest rnountains ? 

This question might be answered in a va- 
riety of ways. With equal propriety, we 
might ask where all the fire and brimstone 
came from which God rained upon Sodom 
and Gomorrah? or, where did all the water 
come from that now covers about three- 
fourths of the surface of the earth? The 
answers to these are easy; but they are not 
more so than the answer to the question as to 
where the water came from which produced 
the Deluge. God furnished it. He who manu- 
factured enough water to make the oceans, 
rivers, lakes, etc., originally, could just as 
easily have produced enough to submerge the 
whole earth. Why could he not have done 
so? He has all the materials at hand for 
composing water; and he can compound it, 
or decompose it, to any extent he pleases. 
On the other hand, who will pretend to say 
that there is not enough water in the atmos- 
phere now to produce just such a flood, if it 
were permitted to fall? The atmosphere is, 
according to the most reliable scientific au- 
thority, more than fifty miles high, and it is 
perfectly saturated with moisture. 

(b) It is said, as the Deluge was sent as a 
judgment for the wickedness of the human 
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race, and, as the race was confined to South- 
ern and South-western. Asia, there was no 
necessity for a general inundation. 

How does the objector know that the human 
race was confined to the small territory indi- 
cated? The truth is, he has no plausible 
grounds whatever for making such an asser- 
tion. On the contrary, reason and common 
sense are against such a conclusion. The 
human race, as we have seen, had been in 
existence 1656 years. The command had 
been given: ‘ Be fruitful, and multiply, and 
replenish (?. e., fill) the earth;” and, whatever 
other injunction may have been disregarded, 
we have every reason to know that this was 
obeyed. Now, let any one calculate, if he can, 
how many human beings could have sprung 
from a single pair in 1656 years; especially 
when families lived and “begat sons and 
daughters” for hundreds and hundreds of 
years. Why, think of it! after man’s life 
had been greatly shortened, Jacob, with his 
family, went down to Egypt, and, in a little 
more than two hundred years, his offspring 
numbered about three millions of souls. The 
increase occurred, too, not only when humay 
life was brief, in comparison with what it was 
before the Flood, but under the wasting and 
destructive influences of the most abject 
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slavery! Again, as has been stated in 
another part of this work, if the first settlers 
in this country have, in about two hundred 
and fifty years, so increased as to almost fill 
this country with their offspring, then what 
must have been the number of Adam’s pos- 
terity in 1656 years? The Bible says that the 
world “ was filled with violence ”—violence as 
the result of Auman wickedness. It must, 
therefore, have been full of wicked men, and 
nothing short of a universal inundation 
would have destroyed them. 

(c) Another objection urged is, that the 
animals from remote regions could not have 
been collected into the ark, and, if they had 
been, they would have perished for want of 
light and air. 

This objection is rather trivial. Now, if 
Noah knew enough to build such a structure 
as the ark, the presumption is that he knew 
how to construct it so that it would afford the 
necessary amount of air and light. But if 
he did not know, God did; and his directions 
to Noah, it will be seen, are very specific and 
minute. As to the point raised, that the wild 
animals could not have been put into the ark, 
it is sufficient to say, that God did, at one 
time, march the whole animal kingdom before 
Adam, in order that they might all be named, 
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as we are taught in the Bible. (See Gen. ii. 
Alp) 

(¢) It is urged, as an objection to the 
Scriptural account of the Deluge, that the 
ark could not have rested upon Ararat, be- 
cause its top is covered with perpetual ice and 
snow, and that its sides are so precipitous 
that Noah and his family and his animals 
could not have made the descent. 

In answer, we state, that the Bible nowhere 
says that the ark rested on the top of Ararat; 
nor is it at all certain that the mountain 
which is now called Ararat, is the one referred 
to by Moses. Jerome tells us that the name 
Ararat was given to the entire chain of 
Armenian Mountains. Many of the learned 
contend that the ark rested on a mountain 
farther east; and, as evidence of the fact, it 
is said that the sons of Noah “journeyed 
from the east,’ to come into the land of Shi- 
nar. But the whole thing is scarcely worth 
a thought; for the great God who made the 
ice and snow can melt them at his pleasure. 

(e) Again, we are told that if the Deluge 
had been universal, all the voleanoes would 
have become extinct. 

Well, if they had, what does that amount 
to? Itis more than probable that they were 
all extinguished; and, in confirmation of the 
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position, we know that there are now many 
extinct volcanoes. But the same agency 
which. produced them originally, reproduced 
them. Besides, we have no reliable evidence 
to justify the belief that there is now in exist- 
ence a voleano whose surrounding formations 
would antedate the Flood. 

(f) It is said that the histories of some of 
the ancient nations—the Chinese, the Hin- 
doos, the Chaldeans, and the Egyptians—go 
back to a period long anterior to the Flood. 

This is simply an assertion—is not true. 
China is an ancient nation; but that its his- 
tory goes back beyond the Flood, is utterly 
false. The truth is, that nation has no reli- 
able history before the time of Confucius, and 
he lived in the fifth century before Christ. 

Of the Hindoos, the learned Dr. Allen says: 
“ We have no means of determining the date 
of any event previous to the invasion of 

- Alexander the Great—about three hundred 
and twenty-five years before Christ.” 

The Bible lays the foundation of the Chal- 
dean Empire in the times of Ashur and Nim- 
rod—from one to two hundred years after the 
Flood. 

Egypt was planted soon after the division 
of the earth, in the days of Peleg—about two 
hundred years after the Deluge The as: 
wey 
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tronomer, Poole, who is high authority, says: 
“The whole Egyptian chronology, when 
understood and reduced to order, is entirely 
consistent with the chronology of the Bible.” 

Having briefly answered the arguments 
against the universality of the Deluge, and 
against the event itself, we close the chapter, 
with the remark, that the Bible record can 
in this case, as well as in all others, stand the 
test. There is not a page of authentic his- 
tory, there is not a fact or phenomenon on 
the earth or under the earth, which contra- 
dicts the Mosaic account of the Flood. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER X. 


Qusstion 1. When did the Deluge occur? 

2. Where is it predicted? Give the proof. 

3. Where do we find an account of its fulfillment? 
Give the Scripture proof. 

4. What of the narrative given by Moses? 

5. Isit referred to in other parts of the Bible? Where? 

6. Why does the Saviour refer to it? 

7. What does Peter say about it? 

8. What is the first argument to prove that the Deluge 
was universal? (a) Show why it was necessary. 

9. The second argument? (b) Explain. 

10. The third argument? (c) Give the explanation. 

11. The fourth argument? (d) Explain the facts of 
tradition. 

12. The fifth argument? (e) Give the reasoning of 
Paul. 

13. What is the sixth argument’? Give the Scripture 
teachings. 

14. What is the first objection urged? (a) Where did 
the water come from ? 

15. What is the second objection? (bh) Show that the 
race may have covered much of the surface of the 
earth. Give full explanation. 

16, What is the third objection? (¢) Cais the 

af 
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objection is trivial. Show what God once did with these 
animals. . 

17. What is the fourth objection? (d) Show how this 
can be answered. Explain fully. 

18. What is the fifth objection? (e) Show how this 
can be met. 

19. What is the sixth objection? (jf) Show the ab- 
surdity of such claims to antiquity. Give the facts in 
full. 

20. Can the Bible record be sustained against all 
objections? 

21. Recapitulate the arguments for and against a gen- 
eral deluge. 


CHAPTER XI. 
THE ATONEMENT. 


THe word atonement is found but once in 
the English New Testament. ‘ We also joy 
in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
whom we have now received the atonement.” 
(Rom. v. 11.) But the Greek word, trans- 
lated atonement, in the verse just quoted, 
frequently occurs in the New Testament 
Scriptures. Our word atonement is com- 
pounded of at, one, and ment—at-one-ment— 
and means agreement, or reconciliation, after a 
separation or estrangement. The Greek word 
from which ours is derived is Kat-al-la-gee, 
signifying reconciliation, a change from enmity 
to friendship, agreement. Paul employs the 
word in such phrases as “the ministry of 
reconciliation,’ “the word of reconciliation,” 
ete. The parties who are to be reconciled, 
are God and man. The Hebrew term—the 
language in which the Old Testament was 
written—for atonement is Co-pher. Asa verb, 
it signifies to cover; and, as a noun, @ cover- 


ing. When applied to sin, it means to cover, 
(181) 


iso THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


or explate, it; to atone, or make satis- 
faction, for it. . (Ps. xxx. 1; Levoxvirgoge 

Few doctrines of revelation have furnished 
more fruitful topics of controversy, in the 
Church, than that of the atonement; and it 
may be added, with equal truth, that this con- 
troversy is, perhaps, greatly due to a misun- 
derstanding of the terms employed by the 
contending parties. One fruitful source of 
this “wrangling,” is the very common fault 
of putting a literal construction on the figu- 
rative language which is frequently employed 
in the Scriptures in describing this great 
transaction. 

There are three prominent points connected 
with this important doctrine; and a discus- 
sion of them necessarily embraces not only 
the subject-matter of this vital tenet, but, 
likewise, the ‘ gist” of the controversy. 

(1) The necessity of the atonement. 

On this point, the disputation, as a general 
thing, is not 7 the Church, but. between the 
Church and infidelity. We do not, however, 
propose to notice, in a formal way, in this 
article, the absurd views held by these “ scof- 
fers,” except so far as their positions may be 
incidentally met and answered, as we attempt 
to assign reasons for the necessity of the 
atonement. Assuming, then, that the entire 
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penalty of the Divine law was not inflicted 
upon our first parents as soon as they sinned, 
and that the reason why it was not, was be- 
cause God proposed to give the race another 
trial—which will not be called in question by 
any one who has respect for the truth—we 
are enabled to see good and sufficient argu- 
ments, as we think, for this “ great remedial 
plan.” 

(a) It was necessary te show God’s abhor- 
rence of sin. 

Sin is that “abominable thing” which God 
hates. Its malignity stands in direct opposi- 
tion to the Divine benevolence, and it-must 
be held in perfect and eternal abhorrence by 
God. If it were not so, then he would be 
chargeable with either indifference to, or 
conniving at, iniquity. But either charge 
would be blasphemous. He must, therefore, 
in some way, show his disapprobation of sin. 
There was but one way to do this, and that 
was to punish it; and to punish it, one of two 
methods must be resorted to—he must punish 
in the person of the offender, or in that of a 
substitute. Had he resorted to the first 
method, then man could not have had a 
second probation—would have been doomed 
irrevocably, and that, too, without the possi- 
bility of salvation. In mercy to the race, God 
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determined to grant man a second trial, but 
this could not be done and yet exhibit his 
hatred to sin, without appropriate punish- 
ment. For this reason, therefore, as he had 
determined to grant this second probation, a 
victim must be found—a substitute obtained. 
It was a difficult problem, but everlasting 
thanks be to the Eternal Godhead, the 
.problem was solved. The Son said: “ Here 
am I,send me.” In this grand scheme, God’s 
abhorrence for sin is exhibited to angels, to 
men, and to devils. But in no other way, so 
far as human reason can discover, could it be 
done and grant the race another day of trial, 
save by the atonement brought to view in the 
Scriptures. It was not enough (be it said 
with profound reverence) for God to say he 
disapproved of sin, he must show it by his 
actions. 

(6) It was necessary to exhibit God’s regard 
for the moral law. 

The intrinsic value, and the practical appli- 
cation of the moral law, under which our 
first parents were placed, cannot have escaped 
the observation of every intelhgent and 
reflecting mind. As a rule of moral action, 
it was absolutely perfect. But for the viola- 
tion of this law, man would have stood, to 
this day, on the high summit of his primeval 
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innocence, and devils would have been angels 
of light. Darkness would not have brooded 
on the face of the earth, nor would the fires of 
wrath have been kindled in the bosom of hell. 

Both the precept and penalty of this law 
were infinitely excellent—its demands and 
sanctions were just what they should have 
been. So perfect was this rule of action, 
that, if there had been no transgression, there 
could have been no suffering. All natural 
evil, or misery, now in the universe, is the 
consequence, in some way, of the visitation 
of that law—of moral evil or sin. The pen- 
alty of this law, too, was just as necessary 
and important as the precept, and the regard 
which God cherished for the former would be 
the precise measure of that regard which he 
had for the latter. 

Now, that God actually did cherish the 
highest regard for that law, is evident from 
the positive teachings of the Bible, and from 
the very nature of the case. This law, so to 
speak, was a part of himself—was the breath- 
ing of his own heart. It was an outward 
expression of his eternal regard for the 
harmony and happiness of moral beings, not 
only in this world, but throughout the uni- 
verse. But, against this pure and holy law, 
man sinned. There was, therefore, but one 
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line of conduet for God to pursue. The law 
had been violated, and to preserve his own 
integrity and that of his government, it must 
be vindicated. Long before this time, angels 
had violated the same law, and he had ‘cast 
them down to hell.” Could he refuse to 
vindicate the majesty of the law in the case 
of man? Impossible! To vindicate this law 
an adequate punishment must be inflicted. 
Had he inflicted it upon man at the time of 
transgression, then there could have been no 
salvation. To grant man another day of pro- 
bation then, and at the same time to preserve 
the dignity of the law, he must demand such 
amends—such an atonement—as would meet 
the claims of the law, and meet them, too, in 
as satisfactory a manner as though the pen- 
alty had been inflicted in its original import. 
Nothing less would meet the case, and we, 
therefore, see that God’s regard for the moral 
law produces a necessity for the atonement. 

(c) The atonement was necessary—abso- 
lutely necessary—to man’s salvation. 

Man, as has been stated, violated the law 
of God—became a sinner. The demands of 
that law were perfect and perpetual obedience. 
To save man, therefore, under such cireum- 
stances, it must be done by one of three 
methods. 
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First. God must pardon him by Divine 
prerogative. 

This, as a pure and holy Sovereign, he 
could not do, for he must have respect to the 
claims of his own law. Besides, he had 
already refused to exercise the same preroga- 
tive in the case of the fallen angels, and had 
he pardoned man upon sovereign principles, 
then those lost spirits could have charged him 
with wmbecility and instability—imbecility in 
enacting an improper law, and instability in 
not enforcing the penal claims of the law 
which he himself had made. Both of which 
would be blasphemous. 

Second. He must pardon the sinner upon 
the sole condition of repentance. 

This, too, is impossible. However deep 
man’s repentance, or contrition, may be, his 
past conduct, in the eye of the law, must con- 
tinue just as it was. Its character would be 
the same as before. It was sinful at the time 
the repentance occurred (admitting for the 
sake of argument that it could occur), and so 
it must remain forever. This the conscience 
of the penitent teaches, and it is confirmed, 
too, by every principle of law and justice. 
Repentance, as far as it has any moral char- 
acter, affects only the present and the future, 
but it cannot, in this respect, have any 
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bearing upon the past. It cannot annihilate 
past offenses; it, cannot even modify their 
enormity; it cannot even palliate their cir- 
cumstances. There they stand, as they were 
in the judgment of the law, as they were in 
the mind of God, as they were in the con- 
science of the sinner, and as they were in the 
records of the universe. Repentance can, in 
no sense, repair the injury inflicted on the 
law. In this respect, it has no more power 
in mora than in pecuniary transactions. For 
illustration, a man robs the government. In 
this act he commits a moral wrong, and in- 
flicts a pecuniary evil. He repents. ~ But 
does this meet the demands of the law and 
remedy the evil? Can he be restored simply 
because he is sorry? Such a state of mind, 
on his part, neither cancels his guilt nor pays 
the government back its money. The law is 
still a violated and dishonored law, in both 
the moral and pecuniary aspects of his 
offense, and its claim is uneanceled. If the 
sorrow of a highwayman cannot restore the 
murdered man to his weeping family, nor the 
money which he may have obtained by the 
foul deed, nor in any sense repair the pecu- 
niary loss, it is equally true that the same 
state of mind is utterly powerless to change 
his relations to law in regard to the moral 
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aspect of the deed. It is just so in regard to 
the penitent sinner. He may be sorry for lis 
sin, but where is the honor of the law? His 
repentance cannot repair the evil which he 
has already done—cannot possibly reach that 
point. 

Third. God must save the sinner without 
violating the law; that is, the plan devised 
for that purpose must be one that sustains 
and honors the law. 

This is the true theory, and, in another 
part of this chapter, we will see more fully 
what that plan is. Suffice it to say, in this 
connection, that God could not begin the 
work of salvation—could not make repent- 
ance, or anything else, a condition of accept- 
ance—could not offer life on any terms, until 
the law is properly sustained and honored. 
This was done in the plan devised by infinite 
Wisdom, as will be shown presently. 

(d) An atonement was necessary from the 
fact that it has actually been made. | 

The fact of the atonement is a proposition 
which will not be called in question by any 
one who believes the Bible. From Genesis 
to Revelation the Scriptures abound with 
proof positive upon this point. The animal 
sacrifices, the Mosaic ritual, and the prophe- 
cies of the old Dispensation, are meaningless, 
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except as associated with the idea of an 
atonement, and the New Dispensation, with 
its expressive and impressive ordinances, is 
simply an epitomized history of the great 
transaction. The fact, however, is proof of | 
the necessity, for surely no man, endowed 
with reason, can believe that God the Father 
would have subjected his own Son to such 
humiliation and suffering, if there had been 
no necessity for such a hfe and for such a 
death. 

The foregoing reasons are sufficient to 
prove the necessity of the atonement, and to 
prove, too, that without it salvation could not 
have been tendered to fallen man. Any 
other plan than one which had proper regard 
to the majesty of the law, would be dishonor- 
ing to God, and all that could be said of it 
would be that it was a scheme in which 
Mercy had completely triumphed over 
Justice. Such a course of procedure would 
shake the confidence of the unfallen angels 
in the government of God—yea, would shake 
the very pillars of God’s throne, and subvert 
all law. 

(2) The nature of the atonement. 

Quite a diversity of sentiment has existed, 
and still exists, in relation to this point. In 
order. to a better understanding of the subject, 
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we briefly present the negative and positive 
aspects of the question. 

(a) The atonement does not signify the 
payment of a debt—is not a commercial trans- 
action. 

The theory held by some is, that God had 
threatened the transgressor with eternal 
punishment, and, until the whole amount of 
suffering due to him according to the literal 
demands of the law, had been inflicted upon 
his sudstitute, God could feel no compassion 
for him as a rebel. According to this theory, 
the debt—the whole debt—must be literally 
paid before the sinner could be saved. This 
view of the subject cannot be true for three 
reasons: 

first. It represents God the Father as 
being comparatively indifferent in regard to 
the salvation of the sinner—represents him 
as a stern, unfeeling Judge, without in any 
way cooperating in the work of salvation. 
But this does not accord with facts. (See 
John iii. 16.) ee 

Second. It demands a transfer of moral 
character, which is utterly impossible. In no 

way possible could the law have the same 
penal demands against Christ that it has 
against the sinner. Nor could Christ possibly 
sufter in kind that which was due the violator 
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of God’s law, for there would be ingredients 
in the cup of the latter which could not exist 
in that of the former. | Such, for instance, as 
inimical feelings toward the Father, a guilty 
conscience, absolute despair—yea, all that is 
meant by the “second death.” 

Third. It precludes the possibility of the 
damnation of any sinner for whom such an 
atonement was ever made. If Christ suffered 
the literal penalty, then those for whom 
he thus suffered may feel secure, for justice 
ean have no further demand upon them. In 
other words, if tle sinner simply owed a debt 
to Heaven, which Christ fully discharged for 
him, then his release from all lability to pun- 
ishmenut, and his introduction into heaven 
might be demanded on the ground of equi- 
table justice, for he has responded satisfactorily 
to the entire claim that was against him, not 
in person, but, which is the same thing, by 
proxy, in the person of Christ. Such a com- 
mercial view would nullify conditions, and 
supersede obedience and moral purity as 
prerequisites to eternal life. It is not 
improper to state, in this connection, that 
this view, with, perhaps, some slight modifi- 
cations, is held by all those who advocate a 
limited atonement. In this way they account 
for the salvation of the “elect,” re 
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(5) Nor does the atonement involve the 
idea of suffering equal to what. the whole 
race was hound by transgression to endure. 

This point is closely allied to the preceding 
one, but there is an important thought in it 
which is not developed in that argument. 
The truth is, instead of suffering what the 
whole race would have endured without the 
atonement, he did not sufter even what the 
redeemed would have suffered. If he did 
suffer an amount equal to that of the latter, 
then the gospel-plan of redemption would 
cease to be what is claimed for it—a plan for 
dimiuishing misery and creating happiness 
among the rational creatures of God. For if 
Christ suffered all that the law would inflict 
to eternity upon “the redeemed,” then there 
is no gain on the principles of general benevo- 
lence. The same misery is endured, according 
to.such a hypothesis, which would have been 
endured had the whole race of Adam perished 
without the provisions of the gospel. Satan, 
then, has met with no signal defeat. If he 
has not literally accomplished the ruin of the 
whole family of man, he has, according to 
this theory, accomplished that which amounts 
to the same thing, and his purposes are sub- 
stantially answered. He has secured a part 
of the human race, as the victims of despair, 

18 
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and for those who are rescued from his grasp, 
he has received a full equivalent in the 
sufferings of Christ. Surely this is not the 
gospel-plan which inspiration reveals, for 
this, in the abstract, prevents no misery, nor 
does it bring any accession to the happiness 
of the universe. 

(c) The atonement does not affect, directly, 
the legal standing of the sinner. 

This proposition is almost self-evident. The 
atonement found man a sinner, and it left 
him asinner. It found him under the curse 
of God’s law, and it left him under that 
curse. In other words, notwithstanding the 
atonement, the law remains in all its original 
force, and in case the sinner does not avail 
himself of the benefits afforded in the proba- 
tion which the atonement secured, the law, 
with its awful maledictions, will be rigidly 
enforced. Indeed, the obligation to obedience 
is increased by the atonement, and from the 
same source the penalty of the law has 
acquired tenfold more rigor and severity. 

(d) Nor does the atonement, in the ab- 
stract, secure the salvation of any one except 
idiots and infants. 

All adults of unimpaired minds, within the 
range of the Christian world, can make the 
fruits of the atonement available, and the 
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redemption of Christ personal and eternal, 
by faith only. Not all the ocean-like merit 
of Christ’s death, nor all the Divine efticacy 
that emanates from the Cross, could save one 
man without a trusting codperation on his 
part. 

Having considered the subject negatively, let 
us how view it positively. 

(a) It is a substitution—was in the sinner’s 
place. , 
The Scriptures abound in proof that the 
sufferings of Christ were in our stead. In no 
sense were they for himself; hence, they 
were, in that regard, vicarious. ‘For he hath 
made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, 
that we might be made the righteousness of 
God am him.” (2 Cor. v. 21.) This verse 
clearly teaches that Christ was made, in his 
sufferings, a substitute for us. We do not 
mean that, in becoming a substitute for us, 
our sins, in any sense, became his sins, or 
that our guilt actually became his guilt, or 
that he was in any sense a sinner, but we do 
mean that, because he became our substitute, 
he was treated as asinner. In this sense, and 
in this alone, can it be said that our sins are 
imputed to Christ. He was treated as a 
sinner, although there was no sin in him, that 
we might be treated as righteous, although 
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there is no righteousness in us. “Surely 
he hath borne our griefs and carried our sor- 
rows, yet we did esteem him stricken, smitten 
of God and afflicted. But he was wounded 
for our transgressions, he was bruised for our 
iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was 
upon him, and with his stripes we are healed.” 
(Isa. liii. 4-6.) “For Christ also hath once 
suffered for our sins, the just for (or instead 
of) the unjust.” (1 Pet. ii. 18.) 

(b) It is a propitiation. 

One purpose of the atonement was, evi- 
dently, to conciliate—to reconcile. God and 
man were at variance, and Christ, as mediator, 
undertook the task of reconciling the parties. 
He was well qualified for this work, because 
he was allied to both—was God and man. 
No other being in the vast universe was so 
competent. Indeed, no other being could 
have acted in such a capacity. The Scriptures 
are explicit in regard to the propitiatory 
character of the atonement. ‘And he is the 
propitiation for our sins; and not for ours 
only, but also for the sins of the whole world.” 
(1 John ii. 2.) Here the word hi-bas-mos, 
translated propitiation, means a satisfaction for 
our offense—a satisfaction that turns away 
wrath or displeasure, and opens the way for 
the exercise of mercy and grace, “And 
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having made peace through the blood of his 
cross, by him to reconcile all things unto him- 
self.’ (Rom. i. 25.) “Whom God hath set 
to be a propitiation, through faith in his blood, 
to declare his righteousness for the remission 
of sins that are past, through the forbearance 
or God.” (Rom: in. 25.) “By whom we 
have received the (katal-la-geen) atonement,” or 
reconciliation. (Rom. v. 11.) 

(c) It is a ransom. 

The original word, lu-tron, which means 
ransom, denotes a price, and primarily signified 
the consideration which was given for the 
release of a captive. “Even as the Son of 
man came not to be ministered unto, but to 
minister, and to give his life a ransom for 
many.” (Matt. xx. 28.) ‘Who gave himself 
a ransom for all to be testified in due time.” 
(1 Tim. ii. 6.) The meaning of the word in 
these passages is quite obvious. It denotes 
the price of atoning blood, which Christ gave 
to release the world from the prison of despair 
and the bondage of sin. Not a price that 
canceled all the claims of God upon the sin- 
ner and made heaven his due, but a price that 
made him a prisoner of hope—a price that 
made his sins remissible, and holiness and 
heaven attainable. In a word, he paid the 
price of his blood, that men might become the 
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‘sons of God,” as the Sacred Scriptures ex: 
press it. 

(d) It is a complete satisfaction. 

We mean by the word satisfaction, when 
applied to the atonement, that it is an offering 
to Divine justice, which renders it as con- 
sistent with the righteous character of God, 
the authority of law, and the ends of govern- 
ment, to pardon the sinner who believes in 
Jesus, as it would have been to inflict extreme 
personal punishment upon the offender. We 
do not mean that Christ suffered the literal 
penalty of the law, nor do we mean that he 
suffered in amount what the race of sinners 
would have endured. The literal penalty of 
the law was cternal death, and the amount of 
suffering due to fallen raan was the accamu- 
lated agonies of the entire race throughout 
the never-ending cycles of eternity. Neither 
one of which did Christ suffer. Nor corld he, 
for the same reason, have suffered the literal 
penalty of the law due even to those who 
shall be saved. ‘The theory, therefore, whith 
would secure the salvation of the “ elect” upon 
the hypothesis that Christ literally paid the 
debt which they owed to the law, is, to use 
the nuldest expression, without foundation. 
This commercial or credit-and-debtor view of 
the atonement is contrary to reason and te 
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Scripture. If the Saviour has purchased, by 
the payment of an exact equivalent, the sal- 
vation absolute of all for whom he died, as 
Calvinists teach, then it follows that the 
Father is under obligations, in strict justice, 
to save them. Hence, their salvation, so far 
as God, the Father, is concerned, cannot be 
of mercy or grace, but of debt, and the entire 
display of the Divine benevolence in the sal- 
vation of sinners, is reduced to a fiction. But 
Paul, in his masterly argument, scttles this 
question. ‘Being justified freely by his 
grace, through the redemption which is in 
Jesus Christ.” (Rom. iii. 24.) The truth is, 
it could not be otherwise. Divinity could not 
suffer, therefore it was the human nature of 
Christ alone that did suffer. This humanity, 
however elevated, was finite, and no finite 
being could, in a limited time, endure the 
literal infliction of an infinite penalty. More- 
over, to suppose that Christ suffered in nature 
and degree precisely what the sinner would 
have endured, detracts: from the dignity of 
the atonement. It supposes that satisfaction 
was made to Divine justice by bearing the 
full measure of the sinner’s merited misery, 
allowing nothing for the eminence and glory 
of him who suffered. 

The atonement was a governmental transac: 
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tion—had no sort of reference to individual 
cases. It was a plan devised to remove the 
difficulties which stood in the way of man’s 
salvatioii. These difficulties were a broken 
law and the unsatisfied claims of Divine justiee. 
While these barriers existed, God could not, 
consistently with his nature, extend mercy to 
man. ‘Ihe removal of these impediments was 
the object of the atonement. Christ kept the 
law in every particular, and: this perfect 
obedience, in connection with the intense, yea, 
indescribable, sufferings which he endured, 
were deemed a full and complete satisfaction 
to Divine justice. Or as Paul expresses it, 
“That he (the Father) might be just, and the 
justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.” 
(Rom. 111. 26.) In this great transaction, then, 
the dignity and authority of the Law-giver 
are vindicated, justice is satisfied, and a door 
of mercy is opened toa fallen race. If this 
view of the -subject is correct, then the atone- 
ment consists not in absolutely canceling the 
demand against one man or all men (for not- 
withstanding the atonement, the sinner is just 
as guilty and ill-deserving as though Christ 
had not died), but it is an opening of the door 
of hope, a making the pardon of sinners con- 
sistent with the character and law of God. 
(3) The extent of the atonement. 
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On this point the religious world is divided 
into two classes—one maintaiiiing that it is 
unlimited, the other that it is limited. The 
former is, we feel confident, the ttue theory, 
and for so saying, we present the following 
summary of arguments: 

(a) From the relation in which the whole 
human race stood in reference to God. 

They were all his children, and they were 
all in the same condition—all sinners. All, 
then, stood in precisely the same relation. 
Of the whole race it could be affirmed, 
“There is none righteous, no, not one. There 
is none that understandeth, there is none that 
seeketh after God. They are all gone out of 
the way, they are together become unprofit- 
able; there is none that doeth good, no, not 
one.’ (Rom. ii. 10-12.) This being true, 
there was nothing in any part of the race 
that could justify the selection of a part to 
the exclusion of others. As, then, there was 
nothing in the human race to justify the 
bestowment of special favors, surely no one 
can truthfully assert that God would exercise 
such partiality. How could he do so, consist- 
ently with justice, when all occupied precisely 
the same relation to him? Notasingle reason 
can be assigned for such a procedure. No 
motive could possibly be assigned for 
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exercising merey toward a few instead of 
to all—to the entire race of mankind as 
sinners. 

(6) From the nature of the atonement itself. 

We have seen, previously, that the atone- 
ment is a governmental transaction, and 
consisted in the infliction of such sufferings 
upon the Lord Jesus Christ as would amply 
vindicate the Divine character, and sustain 
the government of God in the salvation of 
sinners. An atonement, therefore, which 
would justify the throne of heaven in saving 
one sinner, would necessarily justify the same 
court in saving all sinners. If, in a word, the 
atonement merely opened the door of mercy, 
if it simply prepared the way for the offer 
and the exercise of pardon, then it must go 
upon the broad ground, and limitation is 
positively out of the question. No plan, be 
it spoken with reverence, could be devised 
which would justify God in offering salvation 
to one that would not justify him in extend- 
ing the invitation to all. No mortal can 
successfully controvert this position, for it is 
as impregnable as the pillars of eternal 
Justice. If, then, the atonement embraces 
one sitner, it embraces all sinners. And if 
any man can show how one can be saved, he 
can also show how all can be saved. 
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(c) The invitations of the Bible are made 
indiscriminately to all. 

This declaration, it is presumed, will not 
be denied or doubted by those who are’ 
familiar with the Scriptures. ‘“ Look unto me 
and be saved, all the ends of the earth.” 
(Isa. xlv. 22.) “Repent ye, and believe the 
gospel.” (Mark i.15.) “Go ye into all the 
world and preach the gospel to every creat- 
ure.” (Mark xvi. 15.) “‘For God so loved 
the world, that he gave his only begotten 
Son, that whosoever believeth in him should 
not perish, but have everlasting life.’ (John 
mie pec the spirit and -the bride say, 
Come. And let him that heareth say, Come. 
And let him that is athirst come. And who- 
soever will, let him take the water of life 
freely.” (Rev. xxii. 17.) 

Such passages as the foregoing could be 

multiplied almost indefinitely, but these are 
sufficient. If they do not teach that salva- 
tion is possible to all, then words have no 
meaning. The calls and invitations of the 
gospel are founded upon the atonement. In 
other words, the atonement is the foundation, 
and the offer is the superstructure, and we 
may, with propriety, ask, on what principle 
can the latter be greater than the former? 
Such a thing is impossible. 
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(d) Sinners are upbraided and condemned 
for not complying with the gospel offer. 

Says the blessed Saviour, “ This is the con- 
demunation that light is come into the world, 
and men loved darkness rather than light, 
because their deeds were evil.’ (John 111. 19.) 
On another occasion, “began he to upbraid 
the cities wherein most of his mighty works 
were done, because they repented not.” 
(Matt. xi. 20-24.) Of the stubborn and un- 
blushing Jews he said: “Ye will not come 
unto me that ye might have lite.’ (John v. 
40.) Read also the parable of the marriage 
feast. (See Matt. xxii. 1-10.) Now, if the 
parties addressed could have complied with 
the ofter, then the atonement embraced them. 
If it did not, then the atonement could not 
be sincere. 

(e) The Scriptures teach that Christ died 
for such as do or may perish. 

‘“ But there were false prophets also among 
the people, even as there shall be false teach- 
ers among you, who privily shall bring in 
damnable heresies, even denying the Lord 
that bought them, and bring upon themselves 
swift destruction.” (2 Peter H. 1.). “And 
through thy knowledge shall the weak 
brother perish, for whom Christ died.” (1 Cor. 
viii. 11.) “Destroy not him with thy meat, 
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yor whom <Christ- died.” (Rom. xiv. -15.) 
Now, as they were bought by Christ, and as 
he died for them, their salvation was once 
possible. If so, the theory of those who 
believe in a limited atonement, and that all 
will certainly be saved for whom Christ died, 
has no foundation in Scripture, as the fore- 
going positively proves. 

(f) The Bible declares that the failure of 
sinners to obain salvation is attributable to 
their own fault. 

“T call heaven and earth to record this day 
against you, that I have set before you life 
and death, blessing and cursing; therefore 
choose life, that both thou and thy seed may 
eee (Weuts xxx. 19) Let the wicked 
forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his 
thoughts, and let him return unto the Lord, 
and he will have mercy upon him, and to our 
God, for he will abundantly pardon him.” 
(Isa. lv. 7.) “Say unto them, As I live, saith 
the Lord God, I have no pleasure in the death 
of the wicked, but that the wicked turn from 
his way and live: turn ye, turn ye from your 
evil ways, for why will ye die, O house of 
deraech2« (iizek. xxxiti, 11.). (See Rev. 1. 24, 
25: John iii. 19; y. 40; Matt. xxiii. 87; 2 
Peter iii. 9.) | | 

(7) The Scriptures represent unbelief, and 
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not the limitation of the atonement, as the 
reason why sinners finally perish. 

‘He that believeth shall be saved; he that 
believeth not shall be damned.” = (Mark xvi. 
16.) “He that believeth on the Son hath 
everlasting life: and he that believeth not the 
Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God 
abideth on him.” (John ii. 36.) (See John 
i. 18; v. 24; x17 26; Acts x. 43.)" “Surelyer 
words have any meaning, the sinner is not 
lost for want of an unhmited atonement. 
Indeed, there is not a single passage of 
Scripture which, when properly interpreted, 
sustains the theory of a limited atonement— 
an atonement simply for the “elect.” 

Having finished the discussion of this sub- 
ject, we are now prepared to define the word 
atonement in one brief sentence: It is such 
a satisfaction rendered to Divine justice, by 
the active and passive obedience of Christ, as 
that God can, and does, extend the offer of 
sulvation to the entire race of sinners. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XI. 


* 


QueEsTION 1. How often does the word atonement 
vcecur in the New Testament? Show where. 

2. What of the Greek word translated atonement ? 

3. Define the English word atonement. 

4. What is the Greek word from which ours is derived ? 
Fixplain in full. 

5. Who are the parties at variance ? 

6. What is the Hebrew word? Show its meaning. 

7. Has the atonement been the subject of controversy ? 
What is the chief cause ? 

8. What is the first general point of inquiry ? 

9. Where is the controversy in this case? 

10. (a) Give first reason for the necessity of the atone- 
went. Explain in full. 

11. (b) Give the second reason. Give full explana- 
tion. 

12. (c) What is the third reason? Explain. Give the 
three methods for pardon, and show which is the true 
one. 

13. (d) What is the fourth reason ?- Explain. 

14. What is the second general point of inquiry ? 

15. Why treated negatively and affirmatively ? 

16. (a) Is it the payment of a debt? Show why it is 
not. Give the three objections. 

17. (b) Does it involve the idea of suffering equal to 
what the whole race would have endured? Show why 


not. 
(207) 
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18. (c) Does it affect directly the legal standing of the 
sinner? Show why it does not. 

19. (d) Does the atonement in the abstract secure the 
salvation of any but infants and idiots? Show why it 
does not. 

20. In the affirmative view is it a substitution? (qa) 
Explain in full, and give Scripture-proof. 

21. (b) Is ita propitiation? Show why. 

22. (c) Isitaransom? Show why. 

23. (d) Is it a satisfaction? Explain this point in full. 

24. What is the third point of inquiry? Give the two 
classes into which the religious world is divided. 

25. (a) What is the first argument for an unlimited 
atonement? Explain. 

26. (b) What the second? . Explain. 

7. (c) What the third? Give proof. 

8. (d) What the fourth? Prove it. 

9. (e) What the fifth? Give the proof. 

0. (f) What is the sixth? Give proof, 

. Is there a single passage of Scripture, which, when 
properly interpreted, favors a limited atonement? 

32, Give definition of atonement. 
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CHAPTER —XIT. 


REPENTANCE. 


Botu the Old and the New Testament 
Scriptures give great prominence to Repent- 
ance. Connected with this subject, there are 
some points of special interest. 

(1) The import of the word. 

The Scriptures are clear and explicit in 
reference to the nature of repentance. In the 
Greek language (the language in which the 
New Testament was originally written) there 
are two words which are translated “ repent.” 
These are ‘“ meta-mel-o-mai”’ and ‘ meta-no- 
eo.” The former implies sorrow, contrition ; 
the latter, sorrow and turning from. When 
used in reference to a sinner, the first means 
sorrow for sin; and the second, sorrow for and 
turning away from sin. The only ditkerence 
in the words is, one implies more than the 
other, as will be seen by the manner in which 
they are defined. The case of Judas, after 
he had betrayed his Master, is a fine illustra- 
tion of the first word—“ meta-mel-o-mai.” He 
“repented ’»—was sorry for what he ~ had 

14 (209), 
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done; but that was as far as he went. Hence, 
the word which we have just given, is the 
one employed to represent his case. But 
when Peter was denouncing the sins of the 
Jews, and said, ‘ Repent ye, therefore, and be 
converted, that your sins may be blotted out,” 
he used the word ‘“ meta-no-e0,” for the reason 
that he not only wished them to be sorry for 
their sins, but to forsake them—turn away 
from them. And generally, where repentance 
is spoken of in scripture, connected in any 
sense with salvation, the last word which we 
have quoted is the one always used. The 
former word, then, denotes sorrow or contri- 
tion—just such sorrow and contrition as a 
condemned criminal feels when he has been 
detected and exposed; the latter denotes 
sorrow and a determination to abandon—just 
such a frame of mind as the thousands of 
sinners possessed on the day of Pentecost, 
when they cried out to the apostles, “ Men 
and brethren, what shall we do?” 

From the foregoing, it is evident that the 
Scriptures speak of two kinds of repentance ; 
and theologians have, generally, agreed to 
eall one legal, and the other evangelical, repent- 
ance. These terms, however, are not well 
chosen, for the law of God is an important 
element in producing evangelical repentance— 
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is, aS Paul terms it, “our school-master to 
bring us to Christ.” A better distinction 
would be, worldly and godly repentance, for 
this is scriptural. (See 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10.) 

The repentance, therefore, which is de- 
manded of the sinner, as a prerequisite to 
salvation, rnay be defined as follows: A godly 
sorrow wrought in the heart by the Holy 
Spirit, whereby from a sense of sin, as often- 
sive to God and destructive to the soul, the 
sinner turns from his sins and agrees to 
abandon them forever. 

(2) The necessity of repentance. 

There are many reasons why a sinner 
should repent, and out of that number we 
mention the following: 

(a) From the very nature of sin. 

Sin, both in its essence and results, is direct 
rebellion against God. It is a surrender of 
ourselves to the great enemy of God and 
man, and it brings upon the soul that con- 
demnation which disqualifies it for the service 
and enjoyment of that which is pure and 
holy. We must “cast off the works of dark- 
ness”’ before we can be prepared to “put on 
_the armor of light.” If our hearts are at 
“enmity to God” here in this world, how 
could we possibly enjoy the bliss of heaven? 
Surely an impenitent soul could have no con. 
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geniality of nature for that which is infinitely 
pure. 

(6) From the nature of the law which we 
have transgressed. | 

Now, it is clear, if the law of God, like 
many of the statutes of an earthly monarch, 
were unjust and unreasonable, then, perhaps, 
there might be some excuse for rebellion, at 
least in feeling. But that law is “just and 
good.” How, then, can the constant violators 
of such a law hope to escape punishment? 
Would the most lement of earthly sovereigns 
pardon an unrepentant rebel? He would 
not, he could not. Then, how can God, the 
most just of all sovereigns, pardon the most 
rebellious of all rebels, without repentance? 

(c) From the positive declarations of the 
Bible. 

The broad and comprehensive ground for 
the necessity of repentance is expressed in 
the following sentence: ‘ Except ye repent, 
ye shall all likewise perish.” This of itself 
is sufficient. Without repentance, we can 
have no hope of salvation. But the Bible is 
full of such declarations. The promises are 
made to the penitent, and the threatenings 
are denounced against the impenitent. ‘“ Al! 
men everywhere are commanded to repent.” 
Such, therefore, as refuse to do so can have 


REPENTANCE. 213 


no hope of heaven. That repentance, too, 
must be exercised in this life, for there is no 
place for it in the world to come. (See Eccl. 
pet); lev. xxii. 11.) 

(0) The position which repentance occupies in 
the salvation of the sinner. 

According to the Calvinistic theory, the 
following is the order: 1. Regeneration; 
2. Faith; 38. Repentance, etc. This order 
is evidently contrary to the plain teachings 
of the Scriptures, and for so saying we pre- 
sent, in brief, the following reasons: 

(a) The sacred writers, wherever they speak 
of repentance in connection with faith or 
regeneration, always place repentance first. 

“« Repent ye, and believe the gospel.” (Mark 
1.15.) “Testifying both to the Jews, and 
also to the Greeks, repentance toward God, 
and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ.’ 
(Acts xx. 21.)  “ Him hath God exalted with 
his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, 
for to give repentance to Israel, and forgiveness 
of sins.’ (Acts v. 81.) In all these passages 
repentance is placed before faith and forgive- 
ness. 

(0) The Scriptures often speak of repent- 
ance as the beginning of a religious life. 

The dispensation of John the Baptist was 
preparatory to the gospel, and the burden of 
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his preaching was “the baptism or repent- 
ance’’—a repentance that would prepare the 
people to receive the gospel by fazth. “Not 
laying again the foundation of repentance from 
dead works, and of faith toward God.” (Heb. 
vi. 1.) Here repentance is not only placed 
before faith, but it is made the foundation of 
religion. | 

(c) From the testimony of the Apostle 
Peter. 

“ Repent, and be baptized every one of you 
in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission 
of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the 
Holy Ghost.” (Acts 11. 38.) Surely no fone 
will say that these persons were regenerated 
believers, for, if so, their sins must already 
have been remitted; but they were com- 
manded to “ repent and be baptized,” in order 
to remission. Hence it is clear that repent- 
ance preceded remission; but, as remission 
always accompanies faith and regeneration, 
their repentance must have been prior to 
faith and regeneration. 

Many more quotations of like import might 
be presented, but we will give only two. 
“And ye, when ye had seen it, repented not 
afterward, that ye might believe him.” (Matt. 
xxi. 81.) Here repentance is made the amee- 
cedent of faith. ‘“ Repent ye, therefore, and- 
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be converted, that your sins may be blotted 
out, when the times of refreshing shall come 
from the presence of the Lord.” (Acts ii. 19.) 
In this passage, repentance, instead of coming 
after faith and regeneration, is presented as 
one of the conditions in order to remission, 
and, consequently, in order to faith and 
regeneration. 

(d) “All men everywhere” are ‘ com- 
manded to repent,” and to repent “ now.” 

They, then, are either required to do what 
God knows they cannot do, or else repentance 
does precede regeneration. For, if regenera- 
tion comes before faith, and if the sinner is 
perfectly passive in regeneration, as Calvinists 
teach, then the finally impenitent may, with 
justice, plead as a reason why they did not 
repent, was because God did not regenerate 
them, thereby throwing all the responsibility 
of their eternal destruction upon God him- 
self! ‘Then, to make the “order” of the 
Calvinistic theory accord with the Bible, it 
must be completely reversed—first, Repent- 
ance ; second, Faith; third, Regeneration, ete. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XII. 


Question 1. What is the subject of this chapter? 

2. What is the first general division of the subject? 

3. What does meta-mel-o-mar mean ? 

4, What is the meaning of meta-no-e6 ? 

5. Give illustrations of these words in the case ot 
Judas, and in the preaching ‘of Peter on the day of 
Pentecost. 

6. Which word is used in the Scriptures when repent- 
ance is connected with salvation? Illustrate in the case 
of a criminal and that of a repentant sinner. 

7. Of how many kinds of repentance do the Ser ee es 
speak? Name those mentioned by theologians. 

8. Are these terms well chosen? Why not? 

9. What would be a better division? Why? Give 
scripture proof. 

10. What, then, is repentance ? 

11. What is the second general division of the 
chapter ? ; 

12. Show the necessity of repentance. (a) From the 
nature of sin. (b) From the nature of the law which 
we have transgressed. (c) From the positive declara- 
tions of Scripture. Give those scriptures. 

13. What is the third general division ? 

14. Give the Calvinistic classification. 
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15. Prove that this is wrong. (a) Show where the 
sacred writers place repentance. Give proof. (b) The 
place which the Scriptures assign to repentance. 
(c) From Peter’s testimony. Also give other scriptures. 

16. If regeneration precede repentance, what plea 
could the sinner make for not repenting ? 

17. What, then, is the classification according to the 


Scriptures ? 


CHAPTER ATED 
FAITH. 


Fairn is one of the most prominent doc- 
trines of the Bible, and it is an important 
element in all the “ Creeds,” not only of 
Christendom but Heathendom. The truth 
is, there can be no religion without faith ; 
and the difference between true and false 
religion consists, not so much in faith 
abstractly considered, as it does in the objects 
and purposes of faith. 

In order to a correct understanding of this 
subject, it is necessary to discuss several 
points. 

(1) The meaning of the word. 

Our English word faith is derived from the 
Greek word Pis-tis, and it is from the Greek 
verb Pei-tho, which literally means to persuade. 
Hence, the proper definition of faith, accord- 
ing to the etymology of the word, is the belief 
of truth; or, that persuasion from evidence by 
which a proposition is received as true. 

This definition accords with that given by 
the Apostle Paul when he said, “ Now faith 
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is the substance of things hoped for, 
the evidence of things not seen.” (Heb. 
xi. 1.) In this passage, the word translated 
substance means confidence—strong persuasion— 
as we see by reference to Heb. iii.-14; and 
the word translated evidence signifies convic- 
tion—strong proof or demonstration. These 
things being true, Paul’s definition of faith 
may be stated as follows: Laith is the strong 
persuasion and clear demonstration of hoped for 
and invisible things. In other words, the mind 
and heart are so well satisfied as to the truth 
of the “invisible things’? upon which they 
are interested, that these “invisible things”’ 
become positive realities. 

(2) The nature of faith. 

Is faith the gift of God, or is it the act 
of the creature? Upon this point volumes 
have been written, and the answer to the 
question, according to many theological 
writers of distinction, determines the 
“school”? to which oue belongs. Much of 
this controversy, however, results from a 
misunderstanding as to the import of the 
Phrases, “gift of God’’ and “the act of 
the creature.’ Now, in one sense, every 
good which we enjoy is the gift of God. 
Some of these blessings, however, are uncon- 
ditional, and some of them are conditional, 
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gifts. For illustration, air, water, light, 
etc., are unconditional gifts; but shelter, 
food, raiment, etc., are conditional gifts. 
God gave manna to the starving Israel- 
ites, and he gave the rich harvest to 
the field of Boaz, but no one can say 
that they were the “gift of God” in the 
same sense. In the former case, the gift was 
absolute, without the agency of man; in the 
latter case, the gift was the result of the 
agency of man in sowing and cultivating the 
field. Likewise, in reference to “the act of: 
the creature,’ a distinction must be made. 
Thus, what Saul of Tarsus did when he 
“held the clothes of them that stoned Ste- 
phen,” and what the “ man with the withered 
hand” did, when, by the command of Christ, 
he “stretched forth his hand,” were both acts 
of the creature; but no one can say that they 
were such in the same sense. In the first 
case, the act was performed by the exercise 
of native powers, without divine assistance ; 
in the latter case, the act was performed with 
the help of divine power. 

Now, to say that faith is the gift of Soae in 
the same sense as was the manna .from 
heaven, is to assert an absolute impossibility, 
for faith is not an abstract entity—is not a 
something treasured up in the magazines of 
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heaven, to be conveyed down to man as the 
dlive-leaf was borne to the ark by Noah’s 
dove. The truth is, it has no existence in 
the abstract—cannot possibly exist except in 
connection with an intelligent being, capable 
of choice. We might as well suppose that 
there can be thought without an intelligent 
being to think, as to suppose that faith can 
exist separate from the agent who believes. 
To say, therefore, that faith is the gift of God 
in the same sense as manna was (which is the 
theory of ultra Calvinism), and then to hold 
a man responsible for unbelief, would be just 
about as reasonable as to hold him respon- 
sible for the “early and the latter rain.” 

In what sense, then, it may be asked, is 
faith the gift of God? We answer, that, so 
far as the mere act of believing is concerned, 
faith is the gift of God in the same sense in 
which the sight of external objects is the gift 
of God. By a merciful arrangement of our 
Heavenly Father, there is a complete adapta- 
tion between the eye and light, and in this 
particular, sight is the gift of God, but not so 
as to exclude human agency; for we may 
either open or close our eyes at pleasure. 
The ability to see is the gift of God, but the 
act of seeing is our own. God has mercifully 
provided us with a Saviour, has given us a 
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revelation of his will, has vouchsafed the 
influences of his blessed Spirit, has given us 
the evidences of the truth of our’ holy 
religion, and he has given us minds and 
hearts susceptible to all these gifts and influ- 
ences; but after all that God has done, we 
must act—our agency must be put forth, or 
faith cannot possibly exist. Let it. be remem- 
bered, too, that ability to believe is not faith, 
but something as distinct from it as the 
ability to see is from seeing. : 

The Bible, too, is in perfect accord with 
this view of the subject, for it represents faith 
as the act of the creature. “ Thy faith hath 
made thee whole.” (Matt. ix. 22; Mark v. 
34; Luke vill. 48.) “O woman, great is thy 
faith.” (Matt. xv. 28.) “ Thy faith hath saved 
thee.” (Luke vi. 50; xvii. 42.) “ But [have 
prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not.” 
(Luke xxii. 82.) 

Hundreds more of similar passages could 
be adduced, but it is unnecessary, as the Bible 
is full of them. Indeed, there is not, when 
properly interpreted, a single passage of 
Seripture, according to the views of the 
author, which teaches that faith is the gift of 
God, to the exclusion of human agency. 

(3) Justifying faith, or the fuith that secures 
solvation, 


FAITH. 7 923 


To the careful reader of the Scriptures it is 
evident that the faith which is connected 
with salvation, combines relzance with asseut, 
and trust with belief. Christ was preached 
both to the Jews and the Gentiles as the 
object of their trust, because he was preached 
as the only sacrifice for sin; and they were 
required to renounce their dependence upon 
their own accustomed sacrifices, and to trans- 
fer that dependence to his death and media- 
tion. He is said to be set forth as a propitia- 
tion, “through faith in his blood,’ which 
faith does not merely mean assent to the 
historical fact that his blood was shed by a 
violent death, nor a mere assent to the 
general doctrine that his blood possessed an 
atoning quality; but as all expiating offerings 
were trusted in as the means of propitiation, 
both among Jews and Gentiles, so faith or 
trust was now to be exclusively rendered to 
the blood of Christ, as the divinely-appointed 
sacrifice for sin, and the only refuge of the 
true penitent. Hence, we may conclude that 
the faith by which we are justified is not a 
mere assent of the mind to the doctrines of 
the gospel, leaving the heart unmoved; nor is 
it merely the assent of the mind to the 
method by which God justifies the sinner, but 
it is the hearty concurrence of the intellect 
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and the affections—the mind and heart—-with 
this plan of salvation, which implies a renun- 
ciation of every other refuge, and an actual 
trust in the Saviour, and personal apprehen- 
sion of his merit. . 

From the foregoing, it is not a difficult 
matter to define faith—faith that secures 
salvation. It is that voluntary act of the 
truly penitent sinner by which he heartily 
accepts, and confidingly trusts, the terms of 
salvation offered through Christ. That 
trusting as well as believing is necessary to the 
exercise of saving faith, is evident from the 
following facts : 

(a) “ The devils believe and tremble.” 

If God only required belief, the devils 
themselves would be saved. Besides, if it be 
true that faith is only an cntcllectual process, 
then the faith demanded of the sinner would 
be simply the faith which the devils exercise ! 

(6) The Scriptures refer to a number of 
persons whose minds accepted the truth, but 
whose hearts were “not right in the sight of 
God.” 

Thus it was with Nicodemus and 
Simon Magus. The former said to Christ, 
“ We know that thou art a teacher come from 
God; for no man ean do these miracles that 
thou doest, except God be with him.” Here, 
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so far as the mental conviction of the truth is 
concerned, it would be difficult to invalidate 
the faith of Nicodemus. He acknowledged 
the divinity of the Saviour’s mission, and he 
based his faith upon the proper evidence— 
“the miracles’ which the Saviour performed. 
Yet he was nota saved sinner at the time 
this interview occurred, for the Master says 
to him, “‘ Ye must be born again.’ (See John 
in. 1-4.) In regard to Simon Magus, it is 
said “he believed also,’ and ‘was baptized,” 
That is, he “believed VPhilip preaching 
the things concerning the kingdom of 
Giod,, and the name of Jesus Christ.” 
Yet, immediately afterward, he is said to 
have “neither part nor lot in the matter,” 
but to be “in the gall of . bitterness and 
in the bond of iniquity.” Now, so far as 
his mind was concerned, there was nothing in 
the way; but his affections were not involved. 
ITence, the apostle declares, “ Thy heart is not 
right in the sight of God.” The defect, then, 
was in the heart, and not in the head. From 
these two cases, therefore, the conclusion is 
mnevitable that the faith which secures salva- 
tion implies more than a mental conviction of 
the truth. , 
To establish the position assumed, only two 


eases have been mentioned—that of Nicode- 
ey 
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mus and that of Simon Magus—but a careful 
examination of the Scriptures will show that 
they invariably insist upon trust or reliance 
as well as mental assent. “Our fathers trusted 
in thee: they trusted, and thou didst deliver 
them.” (Ps. xxi. 4.) “For with the heart 
man believeth unto righteousness.” (Rom. x. 
10.) “Though he slay me, yet will I trust in 
him.” (Job xiii. 15.) “Who is among you 
that feareth the Lord? Jet him trust in the 
name of the Lord, and stay upon his God.” 
(Isa. 1.10.) “But ye have obeyed from the 
heart that form of doctrine which was deliv- 
ered you.” (Rom. vi. 17.) Passages of like 
import could be almost indefinitely extended, 
but these are sufficient. 

Greater space than was intended has been 
given to the discussion of this point, for the 
simple reason that it is deemed vital. Itisa 
question intimately connected with the salva- 
tion of the soul, and a mistake here may be 
fatal. Man has a heart as well as a head, and 
God requires both in the exercise of evangel- 
ical faith. That faith which has its seat in the 
head without reaching the heart, will never 
reform the life nor save the soul. It may have- 
“the form,’ but will be destitute of “the 
power” of religion. Itis that faith which 
James calls a “ dead faith,” and yields no fruit. 
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(4) The theological position of faith. 

On this point only a few words need be 
written, for it is evident to the careful reader 
of the Scriptures that faith immediately 
follows repentance. ‘ Repent ye, and believe 
the gospel.” (Mark i. 15.) ‘Testifying both 
to the Jews, also to the Greeks, repentance 
toward God, and faith toward eur Lord Jesus 
Christ: (Acts xx: 21.) .“ And ye,.when ye 
had seen it, repented not afterward, that ye 
might believe.” (Matt. xxi. 82.) 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XIII. 


Question 1. Is faith an element in all creeds? 

2. Can there be a religion without faith? 

3. What is the first point of inquiry ? 

. What is the derivation of the word faith ? 

. What is the literal meaning of the word ? 

. How does Paul define faith ? Give a full explana- 
tion. 

7. What is the second point of interest? (a) Is it the 
gift of God or the act of the creature? Explain uncon- 
ditional and conditional gifts. Illustrate the two. Show 
what. distinction must be made in “the act of the 
creature.” 

8. Is faith the gift of God in the same sense that 
manna was? Why not? Isit an abstract thing? Can 
it exist except in connection with an intelligent being? 
Illustrate by thought. 

9. What of the theory of ultra Calvinism ? 

10. In what sense, then, is faith the gift of God? 
Illustrate by sight. 

11. Is ability to believe faith? Show why it is not. 

12. What does the Bible teach upon this subject? 
(Quote the passages and explain them. 

13. Is there a single passage of Scripture which 
teaches that faith is the gift of God, to the exclusion of 
human agency ? 
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14. What is the third point of inquiry ? 

15. What does justifying faith embrace? Explain in 
full. Show that it is more than the assent of the mind. 

16. How, then, would you define saving or justifying 
faith? Show why trusting, as well as believing, is neces- 
sary. (a) Illustrate by the faith of devils. (b) Give the 
cases referred to in the Scriptures—Simon Magus and 
Nicodemus. 

17. Do the Scriptures always demand trust or reliance 
as well as mental assent? Prove this. 

18. Does faith involve the heart as well as the head ? 

19. What is the fourth point in this discussion? Show 
that faith follows repentance. Give the scriptures. 


CHAPTER XLV. 
JUSTIFICATION. 


The doctrine of justification is of vital im: 
portance—is one of the cardinal tenets of 
Christianity. The great Luther said, “It is 
an article of a standing or falling Church.” 
It is, however, a doctrine of revelation. Rea- 
son, left to itself, never could have discovered 
it, and the most that reason has to do with it 
is to investigate what God has revealed con- 
cerning it. To God alone it belonged to 
decide on what terms and in what manner a 
guilty creature might be restored to his favor, 
and he alone could devise a plan by which 
“he can be just, and the justifier of him 
which believeth in Jesus.” 

In discussing this subject, there are several 
points of interest which present themselves. 

(1) The meaning of the word. 

The English word justification is derived 
from the Greek word di-kai-dsis, which means 
a judicial decision, or sentence of acquittal. The 
verb is di-kad-z0, which means to judge, to 
render sentence, to pronounce just. Then, the 
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literal meaning of the word, to justify, in the 
scripture acceptation of it, is to acquit by a 
judicial sentence or decision. Or in other 
words, to declare or pronounce a person right- 
eous according to law. ' It stands opposed to 
condemnation, and this is invariably the 
import of the word whenever it is used in an 
evangelical sense. (See Rom. v. 18; Deut. 
xxvet; Prov. xvit. lo; Matt. xi. 37.) Notice, 
it does not signify to make men holy, but to 
declare them holy. .In our civil courts, a 
sentence of condemnation does not make the 
person guilty upon whom it is passed, but the 
sentence is passed because he is guilty. In 
hike manner, a sentence of acquittal or justi- 
fication, in earthly tribunals, does not make 
the person just or righteous upon whom it is 
passed, but the sentence is passed because he 
is just or righteous. To justify a person, 
then, is not to make him righteous, but to 
declare him to be so, upon the ground of law 
and the trial of a competent judge. Justifi- 
eation, in a scriptural sense, then, does not 
mean to make men holy, but to declare them 
joie an act, not our act, but the act.of 
God. It is called an act because, like the 
sentence or decision of a judge, it is 
done and completed at once, and not carried 
on gradually like a work of time. 
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(2) The condition of justification. 

As to the way and manner in which sinners 
are justified, it may be observed that the 
Divine Being can acquit none without a com- 
plete righteousness. Now, justification, as 
has been stated, is a judicial act, and if a 
person were justified without righteousness, 
the judgment would not be according to 
truth—would be a false and unrighteous 
sentence. The righteousness, therefore, by 
which we are justified, must be equal to the 
demands of the law over which the Sovereign 
Judge presides, and to which we are amen- 
able. 

Many, we are aware, talk about the condi- 
tions of justification, but according to the clear 
teaching of the Scriptures there is only one 
condition, and that is a perfect righteousness. 

(a2) Personal merit cannot constitute a 
ground for our justification, for we are sin- 
hners—are poor, condemned criminals—and, 
in ourselves, deserve the unmitigated penalty 
of the pure and holy law which we have 
violated. ‘There is none righteous, no, not 
OHe./)) tN Oleclis el) 

(6) Our works cannot afford a sufticient 
plea for our justification. If justification 
were by the works of men, then it could not 
be by grace, nor would there be any need of 
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the: righteousness of Christ. Indeed, if this 
were so, then man would not be dependent 
‘upon God for pardon. But Paul settles this 
question forever: ‘“ Not of works, lest any 
man should boast.” (Eph. 1. 9.) “There- 
fore, by the deeds of the law there shall no 
flesh be justified in his sight.” (Rom. iii. 20.) 

(c) Nor is faith itself the meritorious cause 
of our justification. It is true the Bible says, 
“Therefore, being justified by faith, we have 
peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” (Rom. v. 1.) But, mark, justified 
by faith, not for faith. Faith, then, is only 
the instrument, and not the cause. That faith 
cannot be considered the righteousness by 
which we are justified, 1s evident, for two 
reasons: 

First. No man’s faith is perfect, conse- 
quently it cannot meet the demands of the 
law. A justification, therefore, based upon 
an imperfect fulfillment of the law, would be 
a justification derogatory to the law and to 
the Judge. 

Second. If our faith be the ground of our 
justification (and as faith is our own act), 
then our justification would be the result of 
a work, consequently, man’s dependence for 
justification would be upon himself, and not 


upon God. 
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If, then, we cannot possibly be justified by 
our own inherent merit, nor by works, nor by 
faith itself, the question arises, where can we 
find a righteousness by which we can be just- 
ified? The Scriptures solve the problem. 
“And by him (Christ) all that believe are 
justified from all things, from which ye could 
not be justified by the law of Moses.” (Acts 
xii. 89.) ‘He was delivered for our offenses, 
and raised again for our justification.” (Rom. 
iv. 25.) “Being justified by his blood, we 
shall be saved from wrath through him.” 
(tom. v. 9.) ‘““By the obedience. of one; 
many shall be made righteous.” (Rom. v. 
19.) “He hath made him to be sin for us 
who knew no sin, that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in him.” (2 Cor. y. 21.) 
‘And be found in him, not having mine own 
righteousness, which is of the law, but that 
which is through the faith of Christ, the 
righteousness which is of God by faith.” 
(Phil. ni. 9.) - Also'see Jer. xx, 6; Dames. 
24, and the whole of the second chapter of 
Galatians. 

From the foregoing scriptures it is evident 
that the ground of our justification is the 
righteousness of Christ, which righteousness is 
imputed to us, and received by faith alone. 
We do not mean to say that the personal 
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righteousness of Christ actually becomes our 
personal righteousness, but we do mean to say 
that his righteousness is imputed to us—that is, 
reckoned or computed as ours, or set to our 
account. Jn other words, God so accounts 
or reckons to us the righteousness of Christ, 
as to treat us as if we had obeyed the law and 
satisfied justice in our own persons. 

Just here, those who object to the doctrine 
of imputed righteousness, attempt to disprove 
it by saying: “That which is actually not 
ours cannot justly be reckoned or accounted 
as ours.’ This, however, is simply a quibble, 
as we will show by illustration. An indi- 
vidual is imprisoned for a debt which he can 
never pay. A benevolent person adjusts it 
for him. Now, cannot this adjustment be 
reckoned or accounted as being made by 
the prisoner himself, and he be discharged 
and treated as owing nothing, as really as if 
he had satisfied the claims of the Jaw against 
him from his own property and purse? 
And may not the benefactor demand the 
prisoner's discharge as a matter of justice? 
He certainly may, and the transaction has 
often taken place in: this and in other 
countries. Take another illustration. The 
child of a beggar is adopted by a man of 
wealth. Now, may not this adopted child be 
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reckoned or accounted as the child of its 
benefactor, and become his heir, and even 
bear his name, as really as if the adopted 
party had come out of the loins of its puta- 
tive father? Most certainly it may. Where, 
then, is the impropriety or injustice in saying 
that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to 
the recipients of his benefactions—to his own 
children by faith? The assertion, then, is fear- 
lessly repeated that the perfect righteousness 
of Christ, and that on/y, is the efficient cause 
of our justification. This righteousness is 
“received by faith alone,” but, as has been 
shown, the excellence of the act of faith by 
which it is received, constitutes no part of the 
righteousness that justifies. That aet of 
faith, though sincere, is imperfect, and there- 
fore needs pardon itself instead of claiming 
to be a part of the righteousness which 
justifies the sinner. The same may be said 
of repentance. It is indispensable to salva- 
tion, but it forms no part of the righteousness 
which justifies. That, as we have seen, must 
be a perfect righteousness, and can be noth- 
ing else. That righteousness, too, can alone 
be found in Christ, who was ‘God manifest 
in the flesh.” 

(8) The nature of justification. 

As to the inherent properties or qualities 
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of justification, they may be summarily ex- 
pressed as follows : 

(a) It is an act of God’s free grace, without 
any merit whatever in the creature. (Sec 
Rom. ii. 24.) 

(0) It is an act of justice as well as grace, 
for the law has been satisfactorily fulfilled 
in Christ, in behalf of the repentant and 
believing sinner, and Divine justice satisfied. 
(See Rom. iii. 26; Ps. lxxxv. 10.) 

(ce) It is an individual and an instantaneous 
act—done in a moment—admitting of no 
degrees. (See John xix. 80.) 

(d) It is an irreversible and unalterable 
act—no power in the universe can annul it. 
(See Mal. ii. 6.) 

(4) The effects of justification. 

The effects or blessings resulting from justi- 
fication, in connection with regeneration and 
adoption, are as follows: 

(a) Entire freedom from all penal evils, 
both in this life and in that which is to come—- 
the full and free pardon of sin. (See 1 Cor. 
lu. 22.) 

(6) Peace with God. (See Rom. v. 1.) 

‘(c) Access to God through Christ. (See 
Eph. ii. 12.) 

(d) Acceptance with God. (See Eph. 

v. 27.) 
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(ec) Holy confidence and security under all 
the difficulties and trials of life. (See 2 Tim. 
12) £2.) 

(f) Eternal salvation—everlasting life. (See 
Rom. viii. 30; v. 18.) 

These things being true, and we know they 
are, for the Bible so teaches, no wonder the 
immortal Luther said justification is “an 
article of a standing or falling Church.” 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XIV. 


Question 1. What did Luther say of justification ? 

2. Is it a doctrine of revelation? Why? 

3. Who alone had the right to prescribe the plan ot 
saving a sinner ? 

4. Who alone could devise a plan for that purpose? 

5. What is the first point of interest in this discussion ? 

6. From what is the word justification derived? Give 
the meaning in full. 

7. To what does it stand opposed? Give the script- 
ures. 

8. What effect, in our civil courts, does a sentence of 
condemnation have? Of acquittal? Explain in full. 

9. What is the scriptural import of the word ? 

10. Why is it called an act? 

11. Whose act is it? 

12. What is the second point of inquiry ? 

18. Upon what condition can God justify the sinner? 

14. To what must this righteousness be equal ? 

15. Is there more than one condition in justification ? 
What is that? (a) Show why personal merit cannot 
constitute a ground of justification. Give Scripture 
proof. (b) Why can we not be justified by works? 
Give the reason in full. Give the proof. (c) Is faith 
itself the meritorious cause of our justification? Is it 
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the cause or the instrument? Give the first reason why 
we are not justified by faith? Explain. Give the 
second reason. 

16. By what, then, are we justified? Explain, and 
give the Scripture proof. . 

17. What, then, is the ground of our justification ? 

18. How do we obtain that righteousness? Explain 
what is meant by the imputed righteousness of Christ. 

19. What objection is sometimes urged to the doctrine 
of imputation? Isita quibble? Illustrate this point— 
give all of them. 

20. Then is there any real objection to the doctrine of 
imputation of Christ’s righteousness ? : 

21. Can you, then, give the true ground of our justifi- 
cation ? 

22. Who has that perfect righteousness ? 

23. What is the third general point of inquiry? (a) 
Show that it is an act of God’s free grace. (b) Also that 
it is an act of justice. Give the reason and the Scripture 
proof. (¢) Show that it is an individual and an instanta- 
neous act. (d) Show that it is unalterable. Give the 
proof. 

24. What isthe fourth point? (a) Show why itisa 
freedom from sin. (b) Why peace with God. (¢) Why 
access to God. (d) Why acceptance. (e) Why holy 
confidence. (f) Why everlasting life. 


CHAPTER XV. La 
REGENERATION, OR THE NEW. BIRTH. 


Tue grand focal point of Bible theology is 
regeneration. The Great Teacher said to 
Nicodemus: “Except aman be born again, 
he cannot see the kingdom of God.” (John 
i. 8.) The doctrine of the “new birth” was 
the theme not only of the.Saviour, but of the 
apostles, and in this teaching they simply re-. 
iterated in words the great central doctrine of 
the Old Testament Scriptures, which had been 
enforced by “types and shadows.” 

In discussing this subject, attention is called 
to the following points: 

(1) Lhe import of the word regeneration. 

This word occurs only twice in the New 
Testament—Matt. xix. 28, and Titus in. 5. 
The Greek word is pa-lin-gen-e-sia. It is a 
compound word, made up of pa-lin, which 
means again, and gen-e-sis, which means origin, 
generation, production, birth. The compound 
word, therefore, means re-production, re-born, 
re-generation, | BS | 
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Although the word itself is rarely used in 
the Bible, yet the thing which it signifies 1s of 
frequent occurrence. Thus it is called “a 
passing from death unto life” —“born of the 
Spirit ’”’—“ born again ”—“ born of God ”—“in 
Christ ’—“ a new creature ’’—“ created anew,” 
ete. The word, then, means the work of the 
Holy Spirit by which we experience a change 
of heart—a new heart. 

A brief negative view of the subject may 
assist in a clearer understanding of it. 

(az) It does not mean simply a conversion 
from infidelity to a theoretical belief of the 
truths of the gospel. 

Regeneration presupposes, but does not con- 
sist in, mere orthodox views upon the subject 
of religion. A man may understand and be- 
lieve, theoretically, the doctrines of the Bible, 
and yet be an utter stranger to experimental 
and practical godliness. A very large 
majority of the people in all Christian coun- 
tries theoretically believe the truths of our 
holy religion, but this, as we know, does not 
make them Christians. The fact is, the devil 
himself is entirely orthodox, so far as histori- 
cal or theoretical belief is concerned. 

(0) It does not consist in mere morality. 

The young man who approached the 
Saviour and asked what he should do to 
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inherit eternal life, as a strictly moral man, 
kept all the commandments; yet the history 
of his case shows that he was not a Chris- 
tian—was not regenerated. (See Matt. xix. 
16-22.) The same istrue of Nicodemus. He 
was, no doubt, a man of unblemished moral 
character; but he was not a Christian, for 
the Saviour said to him, “ Ye must be born 
again.” (John ii. 7.) 

(c) It does not imply simply an observance 
of all the forms, ordinances, and external 
duties of religion. 

Had this been all that was required, then 
the Pharisees would have been the best Chris- 
tians in the world, for, in those things, they 
were exceedingly punctilious—would even 
“tithe mint and cummin.” But the Saviour 
denounced them as unmitigated hypocrites, 
and said of them, ‘ This people draweth nigh 
unto me with their mouth, and honoreth me 
with their lips, but their heart is far from 
me.” (Matt. xv. 8.) Saul of Tarsus, too, 1s 
a case in point. So far as the external rites 
and ceremonies of religion were concerned, 
he “was blameless.” But what a sinner he 
was, notwithstanding all these things! (See 
Acts xxii. 1-16.) 

(d) It does not consist in a mere professiow 
of religion. 
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The Church (using the word in its broadest 
sense) is, so to speak, the grand asylum for 
all of God’s true children, but the blessed 
Saviour explicitly taught that many, who 
would profess to be followers, would simply 
have a “name to live.” See the parable of 
the tares, the virgins, etc. In brief, upon this 
point, we have high authority for saying, “all 
are not Israel that are of Israel’’—the “tares | 
and the wheat grow together.” 

To the question, then, what 7s regenera- 
tion? we repeat the answer previously 
given: It is the work of the Holy Spirit by 
which we experience a change of heart. 

(2) The necessity of regeneration. 

Many pages could be written showing the 
necessity of the “new birth,” but we give the 
reasons Without elaboration. 

(a2) All men are sinners by nature and by 
practice, and they cannot restore themselves 
to innocence. (See Ps. li. 5-10; Jer. xiii. 28; 
Rom. 11.19; Gal. i. 10-22; Eph. ii. 1-5; 1 
Pet. 1. 28.) 

(0) None but holy beings can be happy in 
heaven, where all is happiness. The unre- 
newed heart would be totally disqualified and 
incapacitated for the employments and the 
enjoyments of the heavenly world, because 
of their entire sinfulness and disrelish of 
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éverything holy. Indeed, such a place as 
heaven would be one of torment rather than 
of pleasure to the unrenewed heart. (Ps. 
Roav.o, 45 Heb, xii. 14.) 

(c) Were the unregenerate admitted to 
heaven, God would not behold them with 
approbation and delight; nor would they be 
suitable to associate with the pure and holy 
angels that have never sinned. The wicked, 
then, must be changed in heart in order to 
become inhabitants of heaven. (See Hab. i. 
Peed Pet. i- 15, 16.) 

(d) An unregenerate heart cannot be happy 
in this life, where it has an opportunity to 
select that class of enjoyments suited to its 
depraved nature. How, then, could it be 
happy in a place where nothing exists which 
is congenial to an unrenewed heart? It is 
true, sinners say they are happy, but it is a 
mistake. There is no happiness in a life of sin 
(See Heel. xi. 9; Mark viti. 36.) 

(e) The Scriptures expressly declare tha: 
none but the regenerate shall enter the king 
dom of God. (See John i. 8-7; Gal. vi. 15; 
Heb. xii. 14; Rom. viii. 7, 8; 1 Cor. i. 4.) 

(8) Lhe agent in regeneration. 

On this point there can be no controversy 
among those who accept the doctrine of re- 
generation in their theological systems. The 
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Bible clearly and explicitly teaches that the 
efficient agent in this ‘new creation” is the 
Holy Spirit. That man is not the author of 
it, is evident from the following reasons: 

(a) It is beyond his power. 

It is called a creation, and man can create 
nothing. It is also an implantation of a new 
principle, and of course man could not im- 
plant a principle which he did not previously 
possess. 

(6) The Scriptures expressly teach that it 
is not a work of man. 

“Not of works, lest any. should boast.” 
(Eph. ii. 9.) “So then it is not of him that 
willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God 
that showeth mercy.” (Rom. ix. 16.) 

(c) The Bible tells us positively that it is a 
Divine work. 

The Seriptures abound in proof-texts upon 
this point, but we have space for only a few. 
“ Which were born not of blood, nor of the 
will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but. 
of God.” -(Jobn-i. 3:y~“Not- by worksites 
righteousness which we have done, but ac- 
cording to his merey he saved us, by the 
washing of regeneration, and the renewing 
of the Holy’ Ghost.” - (Titus ai. *5.) ">" Ore 
own will begat he us with the word of truth, 
that we should be a kind of first fruits of his 
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creatures.” (James i. 13.) “A new heart 
will I give you, and a new spirit will I put 
within you; and I will take away the stony 
heart out of your flesh, and I will give you a 
heart of flesh.” (Hzek. xxxvi. 26.) 

(4) The nature of regeneration. 

In reference to the nature of this work, the 
following properties may be affirmed: 

(a) It is an instantaneous work. 

There is no time when, in a spiritual sense, 
a person is neither dead nor alive, neither a 
saint nor a sinner, neither for Christ nor 
against him. Of course, then, there was 
just a moment of time when the heart was 
changed. 

(5) It is a complete act, and perfect in its 
kind. 

This is almost a self-evident proposition. 
God does not partly re-create the heart. A 
partial birth in God’s great economy of re- 
demption, would be as absurd as a partial birth 
in the great work of nature. ‘Therefore if 
any man be in Christ, he is a new creature: 
old things are passed away; behold, all things 
are become new.” (2 Cor. v. 17.) 

(c) It is an internal work. 

This is likewise almost a self-evident propo- 
sition. If it be a work of the heart—upon 
the soul—of course it is internal. “And ] 
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will put my Spirit within you, and cause you 
to walk in my statutes, and ye shall keep my 
judgments and do them.” (Ezek. xxxvi. 28.) 
‘Create in me a clean heart, O God; and re- 
new aright spirit within me.” (Ps. li. 10.) 

(d) It is a great work. 

No power save God himself can perform it. 
The combined agency of all the angels in 
heaven could not do anything of the kind. 
“ But.God, who is rich in mercy, for his great 
love wherewith he loved us, even when we 
were dead in sins, hath quickened us together 
with Christ (by grace ye are saved); and hath 
raised us up together, and made us sit 
together in heavenly places in Christ Jesus: 
that in the ages to come he might show the 
exceeding riches of his grace in his kindness 
toward us through Christ Jesus.” (Eph. 
li. 4-7.) 

So great a change could not take place 
without manifesting itself. It is like restor- 
ing sight to the blind; hearing to the deaf; 
strength to the paralytic; hberty to the cap- 
tive; life to the dead. ‘“ Whom. having not 
seen, ye love; in whom, though now ye see 
him not, yet believing, ye rejoice with joy 
unspeakable and full of glory.” (1 Pet. i. 8.) 

(e) It is a work which can be felt. 

The experience of every truly regenerated 
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person can bear witness to the truth of this 
assertion. “We know that we have passed 
from death unto life, because we love the 
brethren.” (1 John 11.14.) | “For we know 
that if our earthly house of this tabernacle 
were dissolved, we have a building of God, 
an house not made with hands, eternal in the 
meavens. . (2 Cor. v. 1.) 

(f) It is a work of grace, the blessings of 
which we can never finally lose. (See John 
ieto, 14; v. 2-24; 1 Cor. x. 13; Rom.. viii. 
eee x11.) 27-29--Rom..v. -10;. John 
vi. 47; Rom. viii. 35, 37-39.) 

The work of regeneration being a Divine 
act, the question is sometimes asked, Is man 
uctive or passive in regeneration? Very much 
depends upon the meaning attached to these 
words. If we mean by active that man per- 
forms any part of the work in purifying his 
heart, then we unhesitatingly say he is passive 
in regeneration. But if we mean by the word 
active that man yields, consents, desires, longs 
for, prays for, the work to be done, then we 
just as unhesitatingly say he is active. Ina 
word, there is a sort of coincidence in the 
Divine and human agencies—man acts, in the 
sense of yielding, desiring, ete., even while he 
is acted upon by the Holy Ghost, but so far 
as the actual work of regeneration is concerned, 
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he performs no part. The truth is, in that 
particular, he is as entirely passive as he is 
submissive. 

(5) The evidences of regeneration. 

The principal evidences of regeneration 
may thus be summarily expressed : 

(a) A heart-felt sense that the doctrines of 
the Bible are true. 

The “new born” creature feels that there 
is a complete adaptation between the plan of 
salvation and the wants and necessities of his 
heart. _In the language of the poet, he feels 


“?Tis enough for each, enough for all, 
Enough forevermore.” 


(6) A delight in religious company and con- 
versation. 

Formerly he sought the society of the gay 
and thoughtless—frequented, perhaps, places 
not only of mirth but of iniquity. Now, he 
seeks the society of the good—“walketh not 
in the counsel of the ungodly, nor standeth 
in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat 
ot the scornful.” 

(c) Enjoyment in public, private, and secret 
worship. 

His experience is that of David. “How 
amiable are thy tabernacles, O Lord of hosts! 
My soul longeth, yea, even fainteth for the 
courts of the Lord.” He also says: ‘“ Even- 
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ing, and morning, and at noon, will I pray, 
and cry aloud.” 

(dq) Pleasure in reading the Bible and other 
religious books. 7 

Once it was a task to peruse the sacred 
Oracles, now he says, “O how I love thy law.” 
The novel is discarded, and in its place the 
writings of the great and good are found. 

(e) Joy at the prosperity of Zion, and a de- 
sire that the cause of Christ should flourish 
and triumph. 

Before he became a “new creature,” his 
mind and heart were on temporal things, and 
all the efforts of his hfe were expended in 
that direction. Now, he labors, and prays, 
and gives, for the success of the Church. 

(f) Benevolence to all men, and love to all 
Christians. 

Once he looked to self, now he has a phil- 
anthropic feeling for the whole race of man, 
and a peculiar love for all who bear the image 
of Christ. 

We might proceed thus almost indefinitely, 
but suffice it to say, the regenerate man is a 
“new creature”—new in spirit, new in desires, 
new in hope—new in everything. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XV. 


QuEstIon 1. What is the grand focal point of Bible 
theology ? 

2. Who taught the doctrine of the new birth? 

3. What is the first point in discussing this subject? 

4. How many times does the word occur in the New 
Testament? Where found? Give the derivation of the 
word, and its literal meaning. 

5. Although the word is rarely used, do we often find 
the thing which it signifies? Show by what expressions 
or phrases. 

6. What, then, does it mean? Define accurately. (a) 
Show that it is not a conversion from infidelity to a theo- 
retical belief of the truth. Explain in full. (b) Does 
not consist in mere morality. Give the two cases re- 
ferred to, and explain. (c) Show that it is not simply 
compliance with the forms of religion. Illustrate by 
reference to the Pharisees and to Saul of Tarsus. (d) 
Prove that it is not a mere profession of religion. Illus- 
trate by the parable of the tares, the ten virgins, ete. 

7. What, then, is regeneration ? 

8. What is the second point in this discussion? (a) 
Show that all men are sinners. (b) Prove that none but 
holy beings can enter heaven. (c) Show that the unre- 
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generate could not be happy in the world of bliss. (d) 
Prove that the unregenerate cannot be happy in this 
life. (e) Give the teaching of the Scriptures on the 
necessity of regeneration. 

9. Can you give the third point of inquiry ? 

10. Who is the agent? (a) Show that it is beyond the 
power of man. (b) Show that the Scriptures teach that 
it is not man’s work. (c) Give the Scriptures to prove 
that it is a Divine work. 

11. What is the fourth point? (a) Show that it is in- 
stantaneous. (b) That it isa complete work. (c) That 
it is an internal work. Explain fully. (d) That itis a 
great work. Explain in full. Llustrate by sight, hear- 
ing, etc. (e) That it is a work which can be-felt. Prove 
this point from Scripture. (f/f) That it is eternal in its 
results. Give the Scripture proof. 

12. Is man active or passive in regeneration? Explain 
this in full. 

13. What is the fifth point in this discussion? (a) 
Show that it embraces a heart-felt reception of the truth. 
(b) Delight in the company of the good. (c) Enjoyment 
of the worship of God. (d) Pleasure in reading the 
Bible. (e) Joy at Zion’s prosperity. (f) Love to all 
Christians. 


CHAPTER XVI. 
ADOPTION. 


Tue subject of adoption deserves consid- 
eration not only because it has a place in all 
theological systems, but because it is one of 
the fundamental doctrines of the Bible. 

(1) The import and nature of adoption. 

The English word adoption is derived from 
the Greek word why-o-the-sia, and this word 
itself is a compound word, made up of why-os, 
meaning son, and the-sis, meaning setting, 
placing, arranging. Hence, why-o-the-sia 
means the placing of a son—adoption. 

Adoption is a word taken from the civil 
law, and the custom was much in use by the 
ancients. We have an example of adoption 
among the Egyptians in the case of Moses. 
The daughter of Pharaoh the king, accident- 
ally found him when he was an infant, 
exposed on the banks of the Nile. She gave 
the child to his own mother to be nursed, 
and when “the child grew,” she brought him 
to the daughter of the king, ‘and he became 


her son.” He was then admitted a member 
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of the royal farnily, and it is mentioned as 
proof of the power of his faith, that he 
renounced this high honor, and chose to take 
part with his own nation in their afflictions. 
(See Ex. 11.10; Heb. xi. 23-26.) 

In adoption according to civil law, the 
child takes the name of the person adopting 
it, and becomes not only a member of the 
family, but an heir to the estate belonging to 
said family. In brief, the adopted child is 
considered in the eye of the law, in precisely 
the same light as if it were really the 
offspring of the person who adopted it. 

From the foregoing, it is quite easy to see 
the appropriateness of the word adoption in 
a theological or spiritual sense, for, by the act 
of adoption, God calls the regenerate his 
children, admits them into his family, and 
gives them a right to all the privileges of his 
children. 

Just here the question.may be asked, How 
ean God adopt a child born in his own house- 
hold? If the regenerate are “born again,” 
are they not born in the household of God? 
and how, then, can it be said that God adopts 
them? It is true they are born in that house- 
hold, but prior to that birth, they belonged to 
a different household—the household of 
Adam; hence, as they came from a different 
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family, they could not legitimately become 
members of the new household without 
adoption. The mere circumstance of birth 
in a household does not entitle the child thus 
born to heirship, ete., in that family. It must 
be the natural child of the parents in whose 
family itis born, before such privileges can 
be claimed for it. But the regenerate person, 
instead of being the natural child of God, is 
the natural child of Adam. In other words, 
the birth of the regenerate is not a natural 
birth. The person thus born is not depend- 
ent upon that birth for his being. The “new 
birth,” be it remembered, does not give exist- 
ence, either corporeal or incorporeal, for the 
subject of that birth possessed both of these 
prior to the event of which we are speaking. 
It does change the nature and the state of 
the sinner—makes him pure and holy, and 
translates him from the household of Adam 
to the household of God. Still, he is nota 
child of the latter household without the 
formal act of adoption. Hence, all difficulty 
on the point under consideration vanishes. 
God can, and must, adopt the “new born” 
creature before he can be legitimately entitled 
to the privileges of a child. 

When men adopt, it is on account of some 
excellency in the persons who are adopted, 
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Thus, Pharaoh’s daughter adopted Moses 
because “he was exceeding fair,” Acts vii. 
20, 21; and Mordecai adopted Esther because 
she was the daughter of his uncle, and very 
beautiful, Esth. ii. 7; but man has nothing in 
him that merits this Divine act. (Ezek. xvi. 
5.) Moreover, in civil adoption, though the 
name of a son be given, the nature of a son 
may not, for this relation may not necessarily 
be attended with any change of disposition 
or nature. But in spiritual adoption we are 
made partakers of the Divine nature, and a 
temper or disposition is given to us suitable to 
the relationship we bear. (Jer. 111. 19.) 

The meritorious cause of adoption is the 
mediation of Christ. ‘ But when the fullness 
of time was come, God sent forth his Son, 
made of a woman, made under the law, to 
redeem them that were under the law, that 
we might receive the adoption of sons.” 
(Gal. iv. 4,5.) The righteousness of Christ, 
imputed to believers, gives them a title to the 
precious fruits of his death; and the union 
with him, which is formed by the Spirit, 
places them in the same relation to God with 
himself. ‘Goto my brethren, and say unto 
them, I ascend unto my Father and your 
Father; and to my God-and your God,” 


(John xx. 17.) 
17 


258 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


(2) The theological position of adoption. 

Some contend that adoption takes place 
prior to regeneration, but this position is 
certainly contrary to both reason and Script- 
are. No person would take into his family a 
bitter and an avowed enemy and treat him as 
achild. Then, is it reasonable to suppose that 
God would take into his household a creature 
whose heart was at enmity to him? Adoption 
conveys the idea of privilege, as well as that 
of relation, and the privilege and the image of 
the sons of God go together. 

But the Scriptures settle the question be- 
youd a peradventure. “As many as are led 
[regenerated] by the Spirit of God, they are 
the sons [adopted into the family] of God.” 
(Rom. viii. 14.) “As many as received him, 
to them gave he power to become the sons of 
God, even to them that believe on his name.” 
(John 1. 12;. also, Isa. lvi. 5;.Gal: ait 26e 
1 John in. 1.) 

(3) The evidences of adoption. 

The evidences or fruits of adoption are the 
following : 

(a) A renunciation of all former depend- 
encies. In civil adoption, the child relin- 
quishes the object of his past confidence, and 
submits himself to the will and pleasure of 
the one adopting him; so they who are 
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brought into the family of God will give 
evidence of the fact by relinquishing every 
other object, so far as it interferes with the 
will and glory of their Heavenly Father. 
“Ephraim shall say, What have I to do any 
more with idols?” Tos. xiv. 8.) “Other 
lords have had dominion over us; but by 
thee only will we make mention of thy 
name.’ (Isa. xxvi. 13; also, Matt. xiii. 45, 
46; Phil. i. 8.) 

(6) Genuine affection. 

This may not always exist in civil adoption, 
but it is invariably present in spiritual adop- 
tion. The children of God feel a regard for 
him above every other object. His own 
excellency, his unspeakable goodness to them, 
and his prornises of future blessings, are all 
grounds of the strongest and deepest love. 
“Whom have I in heaven but thee? and 
there is none upon earth that I desire besides 
thee.” (Ps. Ixxiii. 25.) ‘Thou art my portion, 
saith my soul, therefore will L hope in thee.” 
(Liam. 111. 24; also, Luke vil. 47; Ps. xvii. 1.) 

(c) Access to God with a holy boldness. 

Spiritual adoption gives the same liberty 
of access in its household that civil adoption 
gives to its children. ‘ Because ye are sons, 
God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into 
your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.” (Gal, iv, 
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6.) “Through Jesus we have access by one 
Spirit unto the Father.” © (Eph. 11. 18.)" “Let 
us therefore come boldly unto the throne of — 
grace, that we may obtain mercy, and find 
grace to help in time of need.” (Heb. iv. 16.) 

(d) Cheerful obedience. 

Those who are adopted into a family must 
obey the laws of that family; so believers 
prove their adoption by obedience to the 
word and ordinances of God. “ Ye are my 
friends, if ye do whatsoever I command you.” 
(John xv. 14.) “ Whoso keepeth his word, 
in him verily is the love of God perfected : 
hereby know we that we are in him. He that 
saith that he abideth in him, ought himself 
to walk even as he walked.” (1 John ii. 4, 5.) 

(4) Lhe privileges or advantages of adoption. 

The advantages of adoption may be briefly 
set forth in the following points: 

(a) It implies great honor. 

In civil adoption the child takes the name 
of the one adopting it; so in spiritual adop- 
tion believers take the name of the great 
Father who adopts them. “TI will be a father 
unto you, and ye shall be my sons and 
daughters, saith the Lord Almighty.” (2 Cor. 
vi. 18.) They are no longer slaves and menials 
to sin, but, emancipated from its dreadful 
bondage, they are raised to dignity and 
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honor. ‘Wherefore thou art no more a 
servant, but a son; and if a son, then an 
heir of God through Christ.” ~(Gal. iv. 7.) 
“ Behold what manner of love the Father 
hath bestowed upon us, that we should be 
called the sons of God.” (1 John iii. 1.) 

(6) It secures protection. 

The child adopted according to the pro- 
vision of civil law, can, and does, claim pro- 
tection from its earthly father; so can the 
child who has been adopted according to the 
provision of the Divine law. ‘“ They shall 
dwell in a peaceable habitation, and in sure 
dwellings and in quiet resting places.” (Isa. 
xxxil. 18.) ‘No man can enter into a strong 
man’s house, and spoil his goods, except he 
will first bind the strong man.” (Mark iii. 27.) 

(c) Peace of mind and heart. 

The sinner has no real joy or peace of 
mind. He is afraid of sickness, afraid of 
death, afraid of the judgment, afraid of God. 
But the adopted child can say, “O death, 
where is thy sting? O grave, where is thy 
victory?” (1 Cor. xv. 55.) 

(dq) It secures inexhaustible treasures. 

The great Apostle of the Gentiles, in speak- 
ing of the Christian’s inheritance, says, ‘“ All 
things are yours, whether Paul, or Apollos, 
or Cephas, or the world, or life, or death, or 
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things present, or things to come, all are 
yours, and ye are Christ's; and Christ is 
God’s.”. (1. Cor. iii, 29)°23) “Tf ‘children 
then heirs; heirs of God, and joint heirs with 
Christ.” (Rom. viii. 17.) 

In brief, all the blessings of a temporal 
character that are for their good shall be 
given to the adopted children of God; and 
all the blessings of grace which they can 
possibly need, are treasured up for them in 
Christ Jesus. (Pselxxxiv. 11; Eph i 3.) 

(e) It secures everlasting life. 

In some cases of civil adoption among the 
ancient Romans, the act could be made null 
and void, but not so with spiritual adoption. 
“The son abideth in the house forever.” 
(John viii. 35.) “To an inheritance incor- 
ruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth not 
away, reserved in heaven for you.” (1 Peter 
i. 4.) “So shall we be ever with the Lord.” 
(1 Thess. iv. 17.) 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XVI. 


QueEsTIoN 1. What is the first point of inquiry? Give 
the derivation of the word, and show its meaning. 

2. From what is the word taken? Illustrate this in 
the case of Moses. 

3. In adoption according to civil law what name does 
the child take ? 

4, In what light is an adopted child considered ? 

5. Can you show the appropriateness of the word in a 
theological sense ? Do so. 

6. Explain in full how God can adopt a child born in 
his household. 

7. Does the ‘new birth” give existence, physical or 
spiritual? Why not? 

8. What does it do? 

9. Why do men adopt children? Illustrate in the 
case of Moses and that of Esther. 

10. In civil adoption is the nature as well as a name 
always given ? 

11. How is it in spiritual adoption? Give the proof. 

12. What is the meritorious cause of spiritual adop- 
tion? Give the proof. 

13. What does the imputed righteousness of Christ 
do? Prove this. 

14. What is the second point for discussion ? 
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15. Does adoption take place before regeneration ? 
Show why it does not, from both reason and Scripture. 
Give Scripture proof. 

16. What is the third point of inquiry? (a) Show 
that it is a renunciation of all former dependencies. 
(b) Genuine affection. (¢) Access to God with boldness. 
(d) Cheerful obedience: Give the proof. 

17. What is the fourth point? (a) Show that it im- 
plies great honor. Give the proof from Scripture. 
(b) That it secures protection. Proveit. (c) That it 
gives peace of mind. Give the proof. (d) That it 
secures inexhaustible treasures. Prove it. (e) That tt 
secures everlasting life. Proof of it. 


CHAPTER XVII. 


SANCTIFICATION. 


Tue next blessing in regular order, which 
claims attention, is Sanctification. This com- 
pletes the preparation of the Christian for 
heaven. Connected with this subject there 
are several points of interest, which may Le 
embraced under the following general divi- 
sions: 

(1) The literal meaning and the scriptural im- 
port of the word. 

The word is derived from the Greek word 
ha-gi-as-mos, and this is from the verb ha-gi- 
adz-0. The noun means holiness, and the verb 
to set apart, to purify, to make holy, etc. Hence, 
our English word sanctification, may be de- 
fined, purity of heart and life—holiness. 

To give a correct idea of the scriptural 
import of the word, we refer to the following 
passages: (See 2 Thess. 1.13; 1 Peter i. 2; 
ieeorey.o0; John xvii. 17; L ‘Thess. v. 23; 1 
Cor. vi. 11.) The foregoing scriptures show 
clearly that sanctification, when applied to 


the regenerate, signifies a cleansing from sin. 
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(2) The nature of the work. 

As justification and sanctification are bless- 
ings inseparably connected, it may assist us 
in forming correct ideas of both, to notice the 
points wherein they differ. 

(a) They differ in their order. 

Justification precedes, and sanctification 
follows. A sinner is pardoned and restored 
to the favor of God, before the Spirit is given 
“to renew him more and more after his 
image.” 

(6) They differ in their object. 

Justification takes away the guilt of sin, or 
the obligation (liability) to punishment; 
sanctification cleanses us from its stains or 
pollution. 

(c) They differ in their form. 

Justification is a judicial act, by which the 
sinner is pronounced righteous; sanctification 
is a spiritual work, or rather a series of such 
works, by which a change is effected in the 
soul. The former is called an act, because it 
is.done at once; the latter is called a work, 
because it is progressive—is not done at once. 
Justification, being an act passed in a mo- 
‘ment, is-equal in all believers; sanctification 
exists in different degrees of advancement in 
different individuals. In a word, in justifica- 
tion, the righteousness of Christ is imputed to 
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us, thereby giving us a title to heaven, in 
sanctification, a righteousness is communicated 
or implanted within us, thereby giving us a 
meetness for heaven—the one giving a title, the 
other a preparation. (See Col, i. 12.) 

There is, likewise, a difference between 
sanctification and regeneration. In regenera- 
tion there is an infusion of spiritual life into 
the soul; in sanctification that spiritual life is 
unfolded and matured. The one is the baby- 
plant, the other the full-grown tree, bearing 
fruit, “Some thirty, some sixty, and some an 
hundred-fold.” Or, to change the illustration, 
the one is an infant possessing all its faculties 
complete, but undeveloped; the other is a man 
wjth these same faculties fully developed. 
Oece boils: 65 Peteri-2;.2 Peter in. 18.) 

(83) The agent and the means of sanctifica- 
tion. 

The agent in our sanctification is the Holy 
puniteee (ee. I Peter 1:2; 1. Cor. vi. 115-2 
Thess. 11. 13.) 

As to the means, they are as follows: 

(a) The truths of the Bible. 

These truths teach what is right, and what 
is wrong. They reveal the path of duty, and 
the blessed Spirit helps us in our efforts to 
walk in that path. (See Ps. cxix. 11, 57, 108, 
130; 2 Thess. 11. 13.) 
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(6) The providences of God. 

The providences of God embrace trials, 
disappointments, afflictions, loss of property, 
bereavements, ete. All these, however, when 
viewed as they should be, only serve to bring 
us away from self, and nearer to God. Such 
is the testimony of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, 
Moses, Daniel, David, Paul. Such, too, is the 
testimony of Christians in all ages. (See Ps. 
exix: 67, 71, 75; Rom: viniii8. 41 Peteraya 
Pevxxxive 9.) 

(c) The house of God and its ordinances. 

The Church is the grand repository of the 
strengthening ordinances which the Christian 
needs—the ministry, the sacraments, ete. 

(4) Lhe evidences of sanctification. 

The evidences of sanctification may be thus 
briefly expressed: 

(a2) Communion with God. (See Isa. 
XXvi. 8.) 

b) Increasing hatred to sin. (See Ps. 
Cxtxs Lod.) 

(c) Patient submission. (See Ps. xxxix. 9.) 

(d) Delight in God’s word and ordinances. 
(See Ps. xxvii. 4.) 

(e) Earnest prayer. (See Ps. cix. 4.) 

(f) Holy confidence. =(See 2,Com=yvat) 

(5) Lhe time of its completion. 

There have been men, and there still are, 
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“who maintain that sinless perfection is attain- 
able in the present life. This was a doctrine 
of Mr. Wesley, “the founder and father of 
Methodism,” and it is still held by his fol- 
lowers. 

To show that this doctrine is untrue, the 
following reasons are assigned: 

(a) It is in direct conflict with the teachings 
of the Scriptures. 

“For there is not a just man upon earth, 
that doeth good, and sinneth not.” (Keel. vii. 
20.) “Who can say, I have made my 
peart clean, I am pure from my ‘sin?” 
(Prov. xx. 9.) “If we say that we have no 
sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not 
in us.” (1 Johni. 8.) Many more of just 
such passages could be given, but surely these 
are sufficient, especially when we consider how 
positive they are. 

(0) It is against the experience of the purest 
and best men whose lives are recorded in 
the Bible. 

Read the lives of the patriarchs, the prophets, 
and the apostles, and not a case can be found 
where a single one of them set up such a 
clam. Abraham and.the other patriarchs 
sinned. Moses, “the meekest man,” did like- 
wise. Even Job, who had been chastened 
by the severest affliction, says: ‘If I justify 
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myself, mine own mouth shall condemn me: 
if I say, I am perfect, it shall also prove me 
perverse.” (Jobix. 20.) John, the beloved 
disciple, says: “If we say that we have not 
sinned, we make him (God) a har, and his 
word is not m-_us.’ (1 John 1.910.) sane 
Paul, one of the grandest specimens of Chris- 
tian character that the world ever saw, 
instead of claiming such perfection, says: 
“But I see another law in my members, 
warring against the law of my mind, and 
bringing me into captivity to the law of sin 
which is in my members.” (Rom. vu. 28.) 
Then, if not even an inspired person dared to 
claim such perfection, how can we hope to 
reach it? 

(c) The Lord’s Prayer is a positive refuta- 
tion of the doctrine. 

The blessed Saviour taught his disciples 
and all other Christians in every sueceeding 
age to pray, and to pray daily, “ Forgive us 
our debts,’ ete. But where could be the 
necessity of such a petition if we had com- 
mitted no offense ? 

(d) If sinless perfection were possible in 
this life, then the one who attains to it would, 
from that time forth, be independent of the 
intereessions of Jesus Christ, for he would 
then be in precisely the condition in which 
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Adam was before he sinned—might be justi- 
fied by the deeds of the law, and take all the 
honor to himself. Such a thing is not only 
in direct conflict with the Seriptur €8; put pos- 
itively sacrilegious. 

AS a anne outgrowth of this doctrine 
of sinless perfection we have our modern 
“higher life men”—-men who have the 
audacity to claim that not only are their souls 
and bodies sanctified, but hkewise the clothes 
they wear! For the latter class it is exceed- 
ingly difficult to exercise charity. Their 
arrogance and self-confidence clearly demon- 
strate that, while they boast of occupying 
such a high position, they are, to use the 
mildest expression, mere tyros in the school 
of Christ, and have need that some one should 
teach them the first principles of the oracles 
of God. 

From the foregoing discussion, it is evident 
that the full and complete sanctification of the 
soul does not take place until death. All pre- 
tensions and professions to the contrary, 
therefore, are without foundation. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XVII. 


QuEsTION 1. What completes the preparation of the 
Christian for heaven ? 

2. What is the first point in this discussion? Give the 
derivation of the word and its literal meaning. 

3. What is its scriptural import? Prove it. 

4, What is the second point of inquiry? Give points 
of difference between justification and sanctification. 
(a) Show that they differ in their order. (b) Show 
that they differ in their object. (c) That they also differ 
in their form. Explain this in full. 

5. What is the difference between sanctification and 
regeneration? Explain and prove. 

6. What is the third point? Who is the agent? 
Prove it. Givethe means. (a) The truths of the Bible. 
The proof. (b) The providence of God. Give cases and 
proof. (c) The house of God and its ordinances. Ex- 
plain. 

7. What is the fourth point? Give summary. (a) 
Communion with God. Proof. (b) Increasing hatred 
tosin. Proof. (c) Patient submission. Proof. (d) De- 
light in God’s word and ordinances. Proof. (e) Earnest 
prayer. Proof. (jf) Holy confidence. Proof. 

§. What is the fifth point of inquiry ? 

9. Who teach the doctrine of sinless perfection? Ob, 
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jections. (a) In conflict with the teachings of the 
Scriptures. Proof. (b) Against the experience of the 
best men spoken of in the Bible. Proof. (c) The Lord’s 
Prayer a refutation of it. Show why. (d) Would make 
the Christian independent of the intercessions of Christ. 
Explain in full. 

10. What is a legitimate outgrowth of this doctrine? 

11. What of the perfectionists ? 

12. When does the work of sanctification take place ? 

13. What of all pretensions to the contrary ? 

14. Can you recapitulate the main points in this dis- 
cussion ? 


18 


CHA PTR x VALLE 
CHRISTIAN “BAPTISM. 


On no theological question, for several 
centuries, has there been a greater amount of 
polemic strife than upon the subject of Chris- 
tian baptism. Nor is it probable, judging 
from the past, that there will ever be among 
religionists perfect harmony of sentiment 
upon this point. But, notwithstanding the 
bitter controversy, we must not forget that 
baptism is one of the holy sacraments of the 
Christian religion. 

The term baptism is derived from the Greek 
word bap-ti-zo, which is itself from bap-to. — Its 
meaning is to dip, to plunge into water, to wash, 
to dye, to sprinkle, etc. The etymology of the 
word, however, furnishes but little informa- 
tion as to the nature, design, or mode of this 
ordinance. These must be obtained primarily 
from the Bible. 

(1) Zhe institution of the ordinance. 

On this point the Scripture record is clear 
and explicit. ‘Go ye therefore, and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
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Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost: Teaching them to observe all things 
whatsoever I have commanded you: and, lo, 
I am with you alway, even unto the end of 
fies world, --\(Matt..xxvim. 19, 20.). Hence. 
according to the commission, all nations must 
be taught, the gospel universally disseminated, 
and wherever preached, this rite must be ad- 
ministered. The promise connected with the 
authority evinces the perpetuity of this rite: 
“To, Tam with you alway, even unto the end 
of the world.” It is, then, a Divine and per- 
petual institution. And as evidence of this, 
those who received the commission at once 
entered upon it by baptizing with water, in 
the name of the Trinity, those who became 
the subjects of their teachings. The Church, 
too, in all subsequent ages, has observed and 
perpetuated the same rite, and will continue 
to do so until “the end of the world.” 

It must not be understood, however, that 
this is the origin of water baptism, for it is a fact 
of history which cannot be controverted, that 
water baptism existed long prior to this time. 
The Jews practiced it in receiving proselytes 
into their Church, long before the coming of 
Christ. They considered all the Gentiles to 
be empure, unclean, and it was but natural that 
they should require them to be ceremonially 
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purified by the application of water, in addi. 
tion to the rite of circumcision. As proof 
positive upon this point, the duty of baptizing 
proselytes with water is enjoined in both the 
Talmuds. It is also thus spoken of by 
Maimonides, a learned Jew, who lived in the 
twelfth century: ‘In all ages, when a Gentile 
is willing to enter into the covenant of Israel, 
and place himself under the wings of the 
Divine Majesty, and take upon him the yoke 
of the law, he must be circumcised and bap- 
tized, and bring a sacrifice, or if it be@ 
woman, be baptized and bring a sacrifice.” 
As additional evidence upon this point, we 
mention the fact that, when John, the fore- 
runner of Christ, began to baptize, the Jews 
were not the least astonished at the rite, but 
simply asked, ‘“ Why baptizest thou if thou 
be not the Christ, neither Elias, neither that 
prophet?” (John i. 25.) The wonder “was 
not that water baptism was administered, but 
that John baptized, inasmuch as he was not 
“the Christ, neither Elias, neither that 
prophet.” 

It is proper to state in this connection, 
however, that the baptism of John was not 
the Christian baptism. For so saying, the 
following reasons in brief are assigned: 

First, John belonged to the Old, and not to 
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the New, Testament economy. He came “in 
the spirit and power of Elias,” in the garb, 
with the manners; and teaching the doctrine 
of the ancient prophets. (See Luke 1. 17; 
Matt. xi. 18, 14.) 

Second. The name given to it shows that it 
was not the Christian baptism. It is called 
“John’s baptism.’ It would be absurd to 
speak of “ Peter’s baptism,’ or ‘“ Paul’s bap- 
tism,” yet it would not be more so if John’s 
baptism were identical with the Christian 
baptism than to speak of John’s baptism. 

Third. His was the “baptism of repent- 
ance,’ binding his subjects simply to that 
state of mind, but not to the faith and obedi- 
ence of Christ. 

Fourth. The Christian Church, as the term 
is generally understood, did not then exist. 
He preached that “the kingdom of heaven is 
at hand,” but the Jewish Church, as it is often 
called by way of distinction, still remained in 
its old form, and he did not by baptism gather 
and seal the subjects of that kingdom into a 
visible organization. While he lived his per- 
sonal disciples were never merged with those 
of Christ. 

Fifth. Wis baptism was not administered in 
the name of the Trinity. The truth is, it was 
administered in no name. 
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Sixth. Some who were baptized by John 
were re-baptized by Paul, which would not 
have been done if John’s baptism had been 
the Christian baptism. (See Acts xvii. 24; 
Re (el 

The same may be affirmed, too, as we think, 
of the baptism practiced by the disciples of 
Christ previous to his crucifixion. The death 
and resurrection of Christ mark the actual 
transition of the New out of the Old Dis- 
pensation. Like John, Christ preached, 
“Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at 
hand,” and he directed his disciples to say, 
“The kingdom of God has come nigh unto 
you.” (Matt. iv. 17; buke x. 9.)-, Thestrmee 
is, prior to the actual demonstration of his 
success as Mediator, he could not permit a 
baptism embracing his own name. ‘The rite, 
therefore, which his disciples administered 
before the crucifixion and resurrection of 
Christ, was not identical with that which they 
afterward administered. 

(2) The design of water baptism. 

On this point there is a diversity of senti- 
ment. The Romish Church teaches~ that 
there is a saving efficacy in this ordinance. 
That Church teaches that, in some mysterious 
way (of course it cannot tell ow) there is 
imparted through water baptism, when prop- 
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erly administered, spiritual grace in such a 
manner that the moral nature of the person 
baptized, is at once regenerated and sanctified. 
This theory, as will be seen at a glance, 
attributes to the element of water the efficacy 
pertaining alone to the blood of Christ, and 
to the agency of the priest the work which 
the Holy Spirit alone can accomplish. This 
same theory, with a slight modification, is held 
by the Episcopal and Campbellite Churches. 
They teach that there is no saving efficacy in 
water, but that baptism, properly administered, 
secures the grace of regeneration, and is the 
means and pledge of the remission of sins. 
In other words, the Holy Spirit regenerates 
the soul through water—can feach the soul 
through that “element” only. And with the 
last-named Church it requires no_ small 
amount of that “element” either, to induce 
the blessed Spirit to perform that work! 
Both of these theories are in direct conflict 
with reason and the Bible. It is the soul that 
is depraved, and how can an external ordi- 
nance reach the malady? or, if it could, how 
could it possibly have any effect upon it? So 
much for the Romish theory. The other theory 
is equally absurd, and, if possible, more ridicu- 
lous. It dares to confine the operations of the 
great Spirit to water—makes the salvation of 
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the soul depend not only upon water, but 
upon the act of the one who performs the 
ordinance. The poor sinner, then, may dié 
and be lost, unless some one can be found to 
baptize him. Was no one saved until Chris- 
tian baptism was instituted? What of Noah 
and his family? What of the patriarchs 
and the prophets? For more than four 
thousand years the Spirit converted souls 
without water. What, pray, induced that 
Spirit to confine his operations to such a 
medium as water? Such theology is revolt- 
ing to human reason, and derogatory to the 
character of God. 

But what say the Scriptures upon _ this 
point? “He that believeth on him is not con- 
demned.” (John iii. 18.) “He that believeth 
on the Son hath everlasting life.’ (John in. 
36.) “Verily, verily I say unto you, he that 
believeth on me hath everlasting life.’ (John in. 
47.) ‘Therefore we conclude that a man is 
justified by faith without the deeds of the 
law.” (Rom. 11.28.) “To him give all the 
prophets witness, that through his name who- 
soever believeth in him shall receive remission of 
sins.” (Acts x. 48.) Surely these passages, 
with the hundreds more of similar import that 
could be produced, show that faith and not 
baptism is the condition on which the “ remis- 
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sion of sins” turns. If they do not, then 
language could not be framed to prove the 
position. 

The question then recurs, What 7s the 
design of water baptism? We answer, It is 
a positive ordinance of Christ, and represents 
the necessity of the sprinkling or washing of 
the soul from sin and pollution by the Holy 
Spirit, in his purifying and cleansing influ- 
ences. It is then an ordinance which sym- 
bolizes “the washing of regeneration,” “the 
renewing of the Holy Ghost,’ which work 
of the Spirit unites the believer to Christ, and 
makes him a participant in the Saviour’s life, 
and in all other benefits flowing from the 
pammes stoee | Cor. xi.13; Gal. iu.27; Titus 
i..5.) It is not regeneration, but the symbol 
of it. It is also a seal of the covenant of 
grace, both on the part of God and of him 
who is baptized. In brief, it is an initiatory 
ordinance into the visible Church, a sign and 
seal of the covenant of grace, of ingrafting 
into Christ, of regeneration, of remission of 
sins, and a solemn dedication to God, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. 

(8) The mode of administering it. 

On this point, too, there is quite a differ- 
ence of opinion. One party contends that 
nothing except immersion is baptism, while 
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the other positively denies the assertion, and 
maintains that “baptism is rightly adminis- 
tered by pouring or sprinkling water upon 
the person.” 

As previously stated, there is nothing in 
the etymology of the word translated baptize, 
that will enable us to determine the mode. 
It is true, those who tolerate no other mode 
but immersion, assert that bap-ti-zo “always 
signifies to dip,’ but in so saying, they are 
obliged to admit, as did their great champion, 
Dr. Carson, that “all the lexicographers and 
commentators are against them.” Surely it 
must be a weak position which has to make 
such a coneession—‘“‘all the lexicographers 
and commentators against it’”—and this of 
itself, coming from such a source, is enough 
to show the fallacy of the assertion. Oppo- 
nents certainly could ask for nothing more, so 
far as the word bap-ti-zo is concerned. As we 
eannot, therefore, determine the mode from 
the word itself, we must have recourse “to 
the law and testimony ”’—to the facts recorded 
in the Scriptures relative to this ordinance. 
Unless we are greatly mistaken, we can prove 
to any unprejudiced mind, that there is not a 
single case of baptism recorded in the New 
Testament, which establishes, or even strongly 
favors, the idea of immersion. Let us now 
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take up these Scripture instances, and to 
prove that we seek no advantage in this inves- 
tigation, we will examine all of them—those 
recorded prior to the date of the institution 
of this ordinance by Jesus Christ, as well as 
those recorded after that event. 

(a) The baptism of the “ fathers unto Moses 
in the cloud and in the sea.” 

In the account of this transaction, as given 
by Moses, it will be seen that the Israelites 
were on “dry land” when they received this 
baptism. How, then, can it be.said of them 
that they were immersed? The Bible, how- 
ever, is its own interpreter in this case. ‘The 
clouds poured out water.” (Ps. lxxvu. 17.) 
We may speculate as we please, but the wlrole 
history of this baptism forever precludes the 
idea of immersion, for, as previously stated, 
the people were on “dry ground” when they 
received it. 

(6) The baptism of John the Baptist. 

John, it is said, “baptized in Jordan.” But 
does not the same record say that he baptized 
“in Bethabara beyond Jordan?” Bethabara, 
as we all know, was a place, not a river—was 
a house, for the word means a house of passage, 
an inn, and that house, of course, was not in 
the river Jordan, but “beyond Jordan.” The 
whole difficulty arises from the use of the 
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little Greek word en, which means ‘voit 
“by, “near, “with,” ete., “as weéll=as.. ee 
We can, therefore, with as much propriety 
say that John baptized “at” -or “neame 
Jordan, as that he baptized “in” Jordan. 
The Bible says that “Jesus went up (es) into 
a mountain.’ But did he go wnder the moun- 
tain? Peter says, ‘‘ When we were with him 
(Christ) 7m (en) the holy mount.” But were 
they under the ground? When, therefore, it 
is said that a person is baptized “in” a stream, 
it by no means follows that he was put under 
the water. 

But it is also said that John baptized ‘in 
Enon, near to Salim, because there was much 
water there.” ‘ Enon,” means the fountain of 
On, a mere spring, sending forth a rivulet; 
and the words ‘“hu-da-ta pol-la,’ translated 
“much water,” literally means, as all scholars 
know, many waters—that is, there were. many 
springs or rivulets in that region. John 
selected this ample supply of pure running 
water for two reasons: /Mirst, the immense 
crowd of people demanded such a supply; 
Second, the baptism which he performed was 
not, as we have seen, Christian baptism, but a 
rite of purification, under Jewish law, and he 
needed for his purpose either a running 
stream as Jordan, or much water as at Enon 
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(or the springs), because under that law what- 
soever an unclean person touched previous to 
his purification became unclean, with the 
exception of a “fountain or pit in which is 
plenty of water.’ (See Num. xix. 21, 22; 
Lev. x1.36.) The truth is, when we take into 
consideration the immense crowd that went 
out to receive this ordinance at the hands of 
John, the idea of immersion (even admitting 
that there was a sufficient supply of water) is 
simply preposterous. (See Matt. 11. 5, 6.) 
Those who insist upon immersion, however, 
tell us that there can be no doubt in regard to 
the fact that the Saviour was immersed. 
‘* And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up 
straightway out of the water.” (Matt. iii. 16.) 
The whole argument for immersion, in this 
instance, turns upon the little Greek word 
ap-o, here translated ‘out of.’ Now, no 
scholar will deny the fact that the primary 
meaning of ap-o is “from” instead of “out of,” 
and that, in many instances, it is so translated 
in the New Testament, thus: “A certain 
man went down (ap-o) from Jerusalem.” 
(Luke x. 30.) “ When he was come (ap-o) 
from the mountain.” (Matt. vin. 1.) The 
proof relied’ upon, then, utterly fails. Why 
was the Saviour baptized at all? There is 
but one answer, It was to induct him into his 
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priestly office—“to fulfill all righteousness.” 
(See Matt. i. 18-15.) Remember, the 
Jewish dispensation still existed, and if he 
had consented to an inuovation upon the “old 
custom” of setting apart a person to the 
priestly office, the Jews would certainly have 
clamored out against him, but not a word 
was said. The Scriptures, however, are 
explicit in regard to the mode or manner of 
performing this service. (See Ex. xxixe 
No other possible reason can be assigned for 
the baptism of Christ. Being free from sin 
he could not repent, and he needed no forgive- 
ness, regeneration, or newness of life. Besides, 
he had already submitted to circumeision, the 
initiatory rite into the Jewish Chureh. Water 
baptism, therefore, could signify nothing with 
him, except that he was then ready to enter 
upon the oflice of High Priest, and as he 
came not to “destroy the law, but to fulfill 
it,” he must needs conform to the requisitions 
of the law in such cases. If he did conform 
to that law, most certainly he was not im- 
mersed. Indeed, if there was any sort of 
connection between the baptism of water and 
the descent of the Holy Ghost immediately 
following it, then immersion was simply out 
of the question, for the blessed Saviour was not 
immersed into the Holy Spirit, but the “Spirit 
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of God” was seen ‘descending like a dove 
and lighting upon him.” (See Matt. iii. 16, 17.) 

(c) The baptism on the Day of Pentecost. 

By reference to Acts ii. 1-15, we learn 
that three thousand persons, from at least as 
many as fifteen different nations, were bap. 
tized on the Day of Pentecost. They were 
baptized, too, as the record shows, between 
nine o’clock in the morning and three in the 
afternoon—six hours. Nay, less than six 
hours, for Peter preached a sermon during the 
time, before the baptizing commenced, and it 
was evidently a lengthy discourse, for Luke 
says he used “many other words” besides 
what we have on record, and three o’clock in 
the afternoon, as we know, was the settled 
hour for the regular public prayer. Now, 
who can believe that cleven preachers, in less 
than six hours, could baptize by immersion 
three thousand persons? The truth is, there 
was no stream there in which to immerse 
them except the little brook Kedron, which 
was to the east of Jerusalem, and the time 
when it occurred was midsummer, when not 
only this stream was low, but when also the 
pools and cisterns of the city were scantily 
supplied with water. Besides, who will for a 
moment believe that the citizens would have 
permitted the use of their pools and cisterns for 
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such a purpose? They had just crucified the 
Saviour, and of course they were in no condi- 
tion to accommodate his followers, whom they 
so detested and hated. Moreover, the people 
who were baptized were, visitors—perhaps had 
not a change of raiment. Then, if they were 
immersed, they remained during the day with 
their wet clothing upon them! Has God 
instituted an ordinance which — subjects 
his followers to such inconvenience and to 
such exposure? Surely not. The three 
thousand, then, must have been baptized by 
sprinkling or pouring, as-was predicted by the 
prophet Ezekiel: “I will sprinkle clean water 
upon you, and ye shall be clean.” 

(d) The baptism of the eunuch. 

The reader is requested to turn to Acts vill. 
26-29, and read this interesting case with 
care. Philip, as will be seen, was going from 
Jerusalem to Gaza, and every one who has 
studied geography closely, knows that there 
are no streams of any size in that region. So 
destitute is it of water that it is called 
“desert.” (See latter clause of verse 26.) 
The record, however, is as follows: ‘* And he 
commanded the chariot to stand still: and 
they went down both into the water, both 
Philip and the eunuch; and he baptized him.” 
Here is another case similar to the one which 
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has already been considered—the same little 
words “eis,” “ek,” “ apo”—and every scholar 
knows that it would be just as correct to say 
they “went down both to the water,” as to say, 
“into the water;” and it would likewise be as 
correct to say (verse 39), ‘“‘ And when they 
were come up from the water,” as to say “ ou 
of the water.” To prove this, take the case 
of Saul, on his way to Damascus. When the 
light shone around him, he fell (eis) to the 
ground—not into the ground. Hence, if we 
must say that Philip and the eunuch went 
down into the water, we must say that Saul 
fell into the ground, for it is precisely the same 
word in both cases. Again, in John xxi. 9, we 
have these words: “As soon as they were 
(ets) to land,” not into the land—the same 
word in both cases. Take one more case. 
The Saviour commanded Peter to go (eis) to 
the sea, and east a hook and take the first fish 
that came up. Did Peter go (e7s) info the sea? 
Not so, but he went to the sea. Hence Philip 
and the eunuch went to the water, not into the 
water; and from all the circumstances in the 
ease, Philip sprinkled or poured the water 
upon him. 

(e) The baptism of Saul. 

The reader will find a history of Saul’s con- 
version and baptism in Acts ix. At the 
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eighteenth verse of the same chapter we have 
these words: ‘ And immediately there fell 
from his eyes as it had been scales; and he 
received sight forthwith, and arose, and wat 
baptized.” In the original Greek, as every 
scholar knows, the language is, ‘“‘ Having risen 
up (or standing up), he was baptized ”—bap- 
tized, too, in the very house in which he 
professed religion. Now, in the name of 
reason and common sense, how could Saul 
have been immersed? Now, immersionists feel 
that this is a strong case, and they endeavor 
to meet it by saying, they might have gone 
off to a stream, or there might have been a 
pool of water in the house. “ Might have 
gone!” “might have been!” Both suppo- 
sitions are unreasonable, not to say absurd; 
and no man can, by any fair argument, get a 
case of immersion out of it. The language 
is: ‘Ile arose, and was baptized ’’—baptized 
just where he was when he arose. 

(f) The baptism of Cornelius. 

The history of this case is found in Acts x. 
From the forty-fourth to the forty-seventh 
verse inclusive, we  have- the following: 
“While Peter yet spake these words, the 
Holy Ghost fell on all them which heard the 
word. And they of the cireumeision which 
believed were astonished, as many as came 
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with Peter, because that on the Gentiles also 
was poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost. 
For they heard them speak with tongues, and 
magnify God. Then answered Peter, “Can 
any man forbid water, that these should not 
be baptized, which have received the Holy 
Ghost as well as we?” These words can 
mean nothing, unless they mean that water 
should be procured and poured upon them, just 
as the Holy Ghost had been “ poured out.” If 
any one doubts that this was the meaning of 
Peter, let him read the fifteenth verse of the 
next chapter—chapter xi. In speaking of 
this same affair, Peter says: “The Holy 
Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning. 
Then remembered I the word of the Lord, 
how that he said, John indeed baptized with 
water (not 7 water); but ye shall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghost.” In other words, Peter 
baptized them with water, just as God had 
baptized them with the Holy Ghost. There is 
not the shadow of evidence that they were 
immersed. 

(g) The baptism of the jailer. 

In Acts, chapter xvi., we have a full history 
of the baptism of the jailer and his family. 
The thirty-third verse reads as follow: ‘And 
he (the jailer) took them (Paul and Silas) the 
same hour of the night (midnight) and washed 
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their stripes; and was baptized, he and ali 
his, straightway.” 

Now let us calmly look at the facts in this 
ease. Paul and Silas had been put in jail. 
That prison had three departments, the imner 
and outer prison and the jailer’s room, the 
latter occupied by him and his family. When 
Paul and Silas were delivered to the jailer, he 
was positively instructed to “keep them 
safely ;” and, to secure them well, he “thrust 
them into the inner prison, and made their 
feet fast in the stocks.” At midnight Paul 
and Silas prayed and sang praises, and sud- 
denly a great earthquake came, and the prison 
doors flew open. The jailer sprang out of 
bed and called for a light, for he thought that 
the prisoners had fled. In his excitement, he 
determined to take his own life, but Paul 
eried with a loud voiee, “ Do thyself no harm, 
for we are all here.” The jailer then fell at 
the feet of. Paul and Silas, and in deep con- 
trition of soul, he cried, “Sirs, what must I 
do to be saved?” 

Now the question is, By what mode were 
the jailer and his household baptized? One 
thing is certain, they were baptized in jail. 
Paul and Silas did not leave the prison. They 
positively refused to do so, until the magis- 
trates should “come and fetch them out,” 
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Then, as the baptism took place in the jail, do 
we not see at a glance that it could not have 
been by immersion? It was a heathen jail, 
and, of course, there was no arrangement in 
it forimmersion. The fact is, there is not the 
shadow of proof that these parties were 
unmersed, and it is absurd and ridiculous to 
so contend. 

Having examined with care the several 
cases of baptism mentioned in the New Testa- 
ment, and having failed to find a single 
instance in which immersion was practiced, 
we are prepared to say that immersionists are 
widely mistaken when they assert that the 
only scriptural mode of baptism is by immer- 
sion. 

Nor does the oft-quoted and much abused 
expression, “buried with Christ by baptism 
into death,” give any countenance to water 
baptism by immersion. It is similar in mean- 
ing to “planted together in the likeness of 
his death,’ and “erucified with him.” It 
most certainly requires a very active imagina- 
tion to see any resemblance between the death 
of Christ and immersion. If he had died by 
being drowned, then there might have been a 
likeness to his death in the mode of baptism, 
by immersion, but as the Saviour died upon 
the cross, there can be no likeness whatever. 
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Besides, it would be unreasonable to suppose 
that there would be two ordinances to repre- 
sent the same thing, and as the sacrament of 
the Supper is intended to represent the death 
of Christ, according to his own _ positive 
declaration, baptism by water can have no 
such significance. 

In conclusion upon this point, may we not 
say that it does not seem reasonable that God 
would require comphance with an ordinance 
which could not be performed at all times. 
How difficult to administer baptism by im- 
mersion in the frigid zones! Tow difficult, 
too, in vast deserts! How inconvenient to a 
person that may embrace religion upon a 
dying bed! Is it not true that in every case 
of adult baptism mentioned in the New Testa- 
ment, the parties were baptized at the place 
where, and at the time when, they professed 
religion? Not a single instance is given of 
delay, nor of going off to seek water. And 
admitting that for centuries the mode of bap- 
tism has been a matter of controversy, yet it 
is a fact which no one will deny, that more 
than nine-tenths of the Christian world are 
to-day, and have been from the time the 
blessed Saviour instituted the ordinance, firm 
believers in the practice of sprinkling or 
pouring. This of itself is a strong argument 
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against immersion, for surely, to say the least, 
there is as much learning and integrity, in 
proportion, among those who practice sprink- 
ling or pouring as among those who advocate 
immersion. 

(4) The persons to whom it is to be adminis- 
tered. 

Here again the religious world divides into 
two classes—one contending that it is to be 
administered only to “adult believers,” and 
the other that, “not only those who profess 
faith in Christ, but also the infants of one or 
both believing parents, are to be baptized.” 
The latter, we think, is the correct view, and 
for so saying the following arguments are sub- 
mitted : 

(2) In all the covenants which God has 
made with the human race, children have 
ever been embraced. 

This is true, as all must admit, in regard to 
the covenant made with Adam, with Noah, 
and with Abraham. Jehovah declares him- 
self to be a covenant-keeping God _ with 
those that love him “to a thousand genera- 
tions.” In the “gospel” that was preached 
to Abraham four hundred and thirty years 
before the giving of the Law from Mount 
Sinai, the Lord said: “I will establish my 
covenant: between me and thee and thy seed 
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after thee in their generations for an ever- 
lasting covenant, to be a God unto thee, and 
to thy seed after thee.” (Gen. xvi. 7.) This 
covenant was made with Abraham as the 
father of the visible Church. Paul says it 
constituted him the “heir of the world.” It is 
also a fact which cannot be denied that it 
symbolized spiritual blessings. (See Deut. 
wax. 6; Jer iv. 43° Rom. 17285 205" rye 
The seal of this covenant was circumcision, 
and it embraced children. (See Gen. xvii. 
10-14.) This covenant has never been abro- 
gated, for God said it was “an everlasting 
covenant,” therefore, children now as then are 
entitled to its provisions. 

(6) The Church under the New Dispensa- 
tion is essentially the same that existed under 
the Old Dispensation. 

Those who maintain that immersion is the 
only mode of baptism deny this identity. 
But the Scripture proof is positive. They (the 
Churches under both dispensations) bear the 
same name. The Church of the Lord is an exact 
rendering in Greek of the Hebrew words 
translated in our version the “congregation of 
the Lord.” (See Ps. xxii, 22; Heb. ts 29) 
Thus Stephen called the congregation of Israel 
before Sinai, “the Church in the wilderness.” 
(See Acts vil. 88; Ex. xxxil.) Besides, God 
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styles the descendants of Abraham his ‘“ Nev- 
ple,” his “sheep,” his “vine” or “vineyard,” 
his “children,” his “elect” or “chosen,” his 
“own, his “sons aud daughters,’ and his 
“Chureh.” Christians have the same appella- 
tions under the New Dispensation. Paul 
says: “Unto us was the gospel preached as 
well as unto them.” (Heb. iv. 2.) Again, 
“They did all eat the same spiritual meat, and 
did all drink the same spiritual drink, for 
they drank of the Spiritual Rock that fol- 
lowed them, and that Rock was Christ.” (1 
Core x: 4) And “Christ. says: “Abraham 
rejoiced to see my day; and he saw it, and 
was glad.” (John vii. 56.) | 

As additional evidence upon this point, 
Christ said to the Jews: “Therefore I say 
unto you, the kingdom of God shall be taken 
from you, and given to a nation bringing 
forth the‘ fruits thereof.” (Matt. xxi. 43.) 
What “kingdom” was to be taken from 
them? If it was not the Church, what else 
could it have been? The passage is suscepti- 
ble of no other interpretation. But Paul 
settles it beyond peradyenture. In speaking 
of the Gentile believers, he represents them 
as grafted into the same olive tree from which 
the Jews, for their unbelief, were broken off, 
and into which the converted Jews shall be 
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grafted again. (See Rom. xi. 17.) Could 
language be plainer? The Church of God is 
represented under the figure of an olive tree. 
From this tree many of the Jews, because of 
unbelief, were broken off; but into this same 
grand old olive tree—the Church of Abra- 
ham—all the Gentiles who embrace Christ 
shall be grafted. This Church—the Church 
organized in the family of Abraham—is the 
only one that has ever existed. And if it is 
not a Church, then there is no Chureh on 
earth, nor has there ever been one. Christ 
most certainly did not organize one, nor did 
he in any of his teachings ever even counte- 
nance such a thing. On the contrary, he was 
born in the pale of that grand old Church of 
Abraham, was regularly inducted into it when 
eight days old, and lived and died in that 
same Church. Nor can any mortal produce 
the shadow of proof that the apostles or their 
successors ever organized the Church. They 
organized congregations, but they did it, as the 
Bible teaches, by “adding to the Church.” 
With no other view can we possibly harmon- 
ize the teachings of such Scriptures as those 
which represent Abraham as the “heir of 
the world,” as “the father of all them that 
believe,” and in addition, with all such pas- 
sages as teach that all believers in Christ now, 
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Jew or Gentile, “are Abraham’s seed and 
heirs according to the promise.” (See Rom. 
iv. 11-18; Gal. iii. 29.) 

If, then, children were admitted into the 
Church under the Old Dispensation (and we 
know they were), can any one assign a single 
reason why they should not be thus cared for 
under the New Dispensation? Is the New 
more circumscribed than the Old? God put 
them into the Church in the days of Abraham, 
and if the provision has never been abrogated 
(and no man can show that it has been), then 
who will dare close the door against them? 

(ec) Another link in the chain of this argu- 
ment, is the fact that baptism came in the 
room of circumcision. 

The Church, under the Old Dispensation, 
had two ordinances—the Passover and _ cir- 
eumeision. No one who has read the Bible 
will call this statement in question, nor can 
any one deny that the Sacrament of the Sup- 
per was substituted by Christ himself in the 
place of the Passover. Immersionists, how- 
ever, deny that baptism is in the room and 
stead of circumcision. Their reason for doing 
so is most obvious; because, if they yield that 
point, then they have not one inch of solid 
ground upon which to stand. The proof, 
however, it seems to us, is positive that bap: 
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tism is in place of circumcision. First. Both 
rites represent the same spiritual grace, 
aa regeneration. (See Deut. xxx. 6; 
Col. 11. 11; Rom. vi. 8,4.) Second. Baptism 
is now saat circumcision was, namely, the 
seal, 01 confirming sign, of the Abrahamic 
covenant. (See Rom. iv. 11-17.) Paul posi- 
tively asserts that baptism is the sign of that 
covenant. Says he: ‘For as many as have 
been baptized into Christ are Abraham?’s seed, 
and heirs according to the promise.” (Gal. 
ili. 27, 28.) He also asserts that baptism is 
the circumcision of Christ. (See Col. ii. 
LOR ele) 

With the foregoing facts before us, how can 
there be a doubt as to the fact that baptism is 
in the place of circumcision? And if so, 
since children under the Old Dispensation 
received the ordinance of circumcision, are 
they not entitled to that which comes in its 
place under the’ New Dispensation? Most 
certainly they are 

(d) The aN: and example of Jesus 
Christ sanction infant baptism and Church- 
membership. 

After taking little children in ne arms and 
blessing them, he says: “Of such is the 
kingdom of heaven.” (Matt. xix. 14; Luke 
xviii. 16.) The phrase, “kingdom of God 
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and of heaven,” signifies the visible Church 
under the New Dispensation. (See Matt. iii. 
2; xiii. 47.) In his re-commission of Peter, 
after his “denial,” our blessed Saviour com- 
manded him to feed the lambs, as well as the 
sheep of the flock. (See John xxi. 15-17.) 
Also, in his general commission to the apos- 
tles, he commanded ‘them to disciple nations 
(which are always constituted of families) by 
baptizing, and then teaching them. (See Matt. 
xxvill. 19, 20.) Surely no one will deny that 
children constitute a part of nations. Legis- 
latures, senates, and parliaments regard them 
as an important part of nations, for they 
legislate for their protection, education, ete. 
It is a significant fact that, while the Jews 
charged the Saviour with violating the Sab- 
bath, blaspheming God, plotting against the 
civil government, ete., yet in no instance did 
they aHege that he had opposed the admission 
of their children into the Church. Had he 
done so, the charge would most certainly 
have been made. Instead of so doing, he 
said that children belonged to his kingdom. 
(e) The practice and teaching of the apos- 
tles likewise establish the same position. 
Peter, on the Day of Pentecost, when | 
preaching to a Jewish assembly, said: ‘The 
promise is unto you and to your children, and 
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to all that are afar off.” (Acts. 39.) There 
is a most striking similarity between this 
declaration of Peter and the covenant made 
.with Abraham: ‘I will establish my cove- 
nant between me and thee and thy seed (or 
children) after thee.” (Gen.xvu. 7.) That:cove 
enant brought children into the Chureh at 
“eight days” old, and made them partakers 
of its benefits. Peter now assures this people, 
in opening the New Dispensation, that pre- 
cisely the same blessings and advantages are 
secured to their children under this as under 
the Old Dispensation—that their children are 
still eligible to Church and covenant relations. 

In perfect harmony with this was the 
practice of all the other apostles. They bap- 
tized the Philippian jailer and ‘all his”—his 
whoie family. They also baptized the house- 
hold of Cornelius, of Stephanas, of Lydia, 
etc. It would surely be strange if there were 
no children in any of these households. The 
truth is, the apostles were all Jews; theit 
ministrations were first to the Jews; they had 
always been taught that children had an 
inalienable right to Church-membership, con- 
sequently, their teaching and. practice 
embraced “little children.” 

(7) The historical argument in favor of 
infant baptism is conclusive and unanswerable. 
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Justin, who wrote only about forty years 
after the death of the Apostle John, says: 
“We have not received this carnal cireum- 
cision, but the Spiritual circumcision; and we 
have received it by baptism.” (Wall’s His- 
tory of Infant Baptism, vol.i.) Origen, the 
great historian, whose father, grandfather, 
and great-grandfather were Christians (going 
clear back to the days of the apostles them- 
selves), says that they obtained the custom of 
baptizing infants from the apostles. Cyprian, 
who lived in the same age with Origen, says 
that “sixty-six Bishops, being convened in a 
eounci] at Carthage, having the question 
referred to them, whether infants might be 
baptized before they were eight days old. 
decided unanimously that no infant is to be 
prohibited from the benefit of baptism, 
although but just born.” St. Augustine, born 
A. D. 358, declared that this “ doctrine is held 
by the whole Church, not instituted by coun- 
cils, but always retained.” To these may be 
added the names of nearly all the. Christian 
fathers—Jerome, Gregory, Chrysostom, Am- 
brose, Basil, Optatus, ete. Pelagius, in his 
controversy with Augustine, says: ‘ Men 
slander me, as if I denied the sacrament of 
baptism to infants. I never heard of any, not 
even the most impious heretic, who denied 
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baptism to infants.” (Wall’s History of In- 
fant Baptism, vol. 1.) 

Dr. Wall, who is acknowledged to be the 
highest authority in ecclesiastical history, says 
that infant baptism was never called in ques- 
tion until the twelfth century. Such, then, is 
the history of infant baptism, and the argu- 
ment from this source is of itself conclusive. 
If it is not of Divine origin, how can its 
existence be accounted for? We know just 
when, and by whom, the great heresies in the 
Church were brought into existence, and if 
this be one, as immersionists affirm, they will 
confer a great favor by telling when and how 
it came into existence. They cannot doit. Is 
it not certain, then, that it is a Divine institu- 
tion? On this ground, and this only, “all 
sacred and profane history relating to the 
subject, appears plain and consistent, from 
Abraham to Christ, and from Christ to this 
day.” 

Had we time and space, we would notice in 
detail the “objections” which are urged 
against infant baptism, but if the ordinance 
be of Divine appointment, as we feel confident 
we have shown, then no human objection is 
really worth a moment’s thought. It is true, 
we are told, “It does no good.” But why 
will it not do children as much good to bap- 
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tize them under the New Dispensation as it 
did to circumcise them under the Old Dispen- 
sation? The “good” in the case is, we obey 
God, and that is enough. Imznersionists are 
very fond of crying out, “Show a. positive 
command for the ordinance.” In reply, we 
would state if we have not done so, then 
language is unmeaning, for we have shown 
the “command” for circumcision, and we 
have proved that baptism is in the place of 
circumcision. 
20 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XVIII. 


Question 1. What of the controversy on this subject? 

2. Is it probable that there will ever be unity of senti- 
oe on this point? 

. From what is the word baptism derived. Explain 

in full 

4. What is the meaning of bap-ti-zo ? 

5. Does the word define the mode, nature, or design of 
the ordinance ? 

6. From what must these be obtained ? 

7. What is the first general point of inquiry? 

8. When was it instituted? By whom? For bow long? 

9. Is this the origin of water baptism ? 

10. Show why not. Give the testimony of Maimon- 
ides. 

11. What other proof from John’s baptism ? 

12. Was John’s baptism the Christian baptism ? Show 
why not. J’irst reason, second, third, fourth, fifth. 

13. What of the baptism of the aposties prior to the 
crucifixion of Christ? Explain in full. 

14. What is the second point of inquiry? 

15. What is the teaching of the Romish Church on 
this point? 

16. What of the Episcopal eed Campbellite Churches ? 
Explain in full, 
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17. How do you answer the Romish view ? 

18. How the Episcopal and Campbellite? Ex’plain in 
full. 

19. What do the Scriptures teach? Give proot-texts, 

20. What, then, 7s the design of baptism’? Prove this. 

21. What is the third general point ? 

22. What are the two positions on this point? 

23. What do immersionists teach in regard to the word 
bap-ti-zo ? 

24. Are they sustained in that view ? 

25. What did Dr. Carson confess ? 

26. What, then, do you think of such a cause? 

27. Do the baptisms recorded in the Bible favor the 
idea of immersion ? 

28. (a) What of the baptism in the cloud and in the 
sea? Explain in full. 

29. (b) What of the baptism of John the Baptist? 
How do you explain “in” Jordan? What of the bap- 
tism “in Enon?” What is the meaning of ‘much 
water?” Give two reasons why John needed pure 
running water? What of the baptism of the Saviour? 
Why was the Saviour baptized? Explain in full. 

30. (c) What of the baptism on the Day of Pentecost ? 
Explain this whole affair, and show the improbability of 
immersion. 

31. (d) What of the baptism of the eunuch? Explain 
in full. 

32. (e) What of the baptism of Saul? Explain this 
whole affair. 

33. (f) What of the baptism of Cornelius? Explain. 

34. (g) What of the baptism of the jailer? Show the 
unreasonableness of immersion in this case. 

35. Explain the expression, “buried with Christ by 
baptism into death.” 

36, Can water baptism represent the death of Christ? 
Show why not. 
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37. What proportion of the Christian world favors 
baptism by sprinkling or pouring? 

08. What is the fourth point of inquiry ? 

39. How is the Christian world divided on this point? 

40. (a) What of the argument for infant baptism and 
Church-membership from the covenants? Explain the 
covenant with Abraham in full. Did it embrace chil- 
dren? What was the seal? 

41. (b) Give the argument from the identity of the 
Church in both Dispensations. Give Scripture proof. 

42. Did Christ organize the Church? 

43. Did the apostles? 

44, (c) Did baptism come in the place of circumcision ? 
First argument. Second argument. Then show how 
this proves infant baptism. 

45. (d) Give the argument from the teaching and ex- 
ample of Christ. Explain in full. 

46. (e) Give the argument from the practice and 
teaching of the apostles. What did Peter say on the 
Day of Pentecost on this point? What of the other 
apostles? What households did they baptize? 

47. (f) Give in full the historical argument. 

* 48. What of “objections?” Explain. 


CLEA hex EX” 
TREsLORD Ss SUPPER. 


PROTESTANTS recognize two, and only two, 
sacraments in the Christian Church—baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper. These only have been 
expressly instituted by Christ as representa- 
tions of spiritual truth. They were instituted, 
too, to sueceed similar rites under a former 
dispensation—baptism succeeding  circum- 
cision, and the Lord’s Supper the feast of the 
Passover. This being true, Protestants reject 
the five additional ceremonies which the 
Church of Rome has elevated into the high 
and holy rank of sacraments. 

Connected with the rite now under consid- 
eration—the sacrament of the Supper—there 
are several points of interest. 

(1) Phe origin of the ordinance. 

The language of Scripture is: ‘ As they 
were eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, 
and brake it, and gave it to the disciples, and 
said, Take, eat; this is my body. And he 
took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to 
them, saying, Drink ye all of it; for this is 

(309) 
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my blood of the new testament, which is 
shed for many for the remission of sins.” 
(Matt. xxvi. 26-28.) (See also Mark. xiv. 
22-24; Luke xxii. 17-20.) 

The time of the institution of the ordinance, 
therefore, was immediately after the Passover 
had been eaten—indecd, one so closely fol- 
lowed the other that there was scarcely any 
interval. There was evidently a design in 
this continuity. The time bad come when 
the former dispensation was to pass away, and 
the new one was to be ushered in, and as they 


were very similar—indeed, one so far as the’ 


Church was concerned—it was right and 
proper that the former should be thus almost 
imperceptibly merged into the latter. 

This ordinance is designated by various 
phrases in the Scriptures. It is called the 
‘Lord’s Supper”: (Seer 1eCors x20) eee 
Greek word ‘“ de/p-non,’ translated supper, 
designated the dinner, or the principal meal 
of the Jews, taken toward or in the evening. 
It is also called the “ Cup of Blessing,” the 
“ Lord’s Table,’ the “ Communion,” and the 
“Breaking of Bread’? (Seed: Cor. xaio7 ae 
Acts 11. 42.) 

The bread which the Saviour used in insti- 
tuting the ordinance was, no doubt, unleav- 
ened bread, because that was the kind always 
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used at the Passover. The early Christians 
celebrated the Communion at a common meal, 
with the bread of common life. But the kind 
of bread, whether leavened or unleavened, is 
not specified in the command, nor is it ren- 
dered essential by the nature of the service. 
In this particular, usage varies. The Romish 
Church uses unleavened bread; the Greek 
Church leavened bread; and the Church of 
England regards the use of leavened bread as 
“the most proper.” 

As to the kind of wine that was used, there 
has been some controversy, but the preponder- 
ance of testimony is in favor of the position 
that it was the fermented juice of the grape. 
The Romish Church insists that water should 
be “mingled with the wine,” but there is no 
authority in the New Testament for this. 
That wine and no other liquid is to be used, 
is clear from the record of the institution. 
(See Matt. xxvi. 26-29.) 

As this ordinance was instituted on the 
night in which the Saviour was betrayed, the 
time was well calculated to deeply impress the 
minds and hearts of his disciples, for they 
would connect with the celebration of it the 
awful scenes which immediately ensued. 

(2) The nature of this ordinance. 

The word sacrament is derived from “ sae 


312 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


ra-ment-um,” a Latin word, which signifies ait 
oath, particularly the oath taken by soldiers 
to be true to their general and to their 
country. This word was adopted by the 
early Church because they believed that those 
who partook of this sacred ordinance virtually 
bound themselves by a most solemn obliga- 
tion to be faithful to their great Leader and 
to his cause. 

The early Church likewise gave the name 
cucharist to this feast. This word is derived 
trom ‘ eu-cha-ris-ti-a,’ a Greek word which 
signifies thanksgiving, because Christ, in the 
institution of it, gave thanks, and because all 
who partake of this ordinance should give 
thanks. (See 1 Cor. xi. 24.) 

Though this ordinance is calied a feast, and 
properly so, yet it must not for a moment be 
supposed that the Christian partakes of the 
real body and blood of Jesus Christ. This is 
one of the many egregious errors of the 
Romish Church. This doctrine of transub- 
stantiation—the conversion of the bread and 
wine into the body and blood of Jesus Christ— 
is perfectly absurd and unscriptural. 

(a) It destroys the nature of a sacrament, 

To constitute a sacrament two things are 
indispensably necessary—a sign and a thing 
signified, an object presented to our senses 
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and some promised blessing which is repre- 
sented and sealed by it. A sacrament is a 
“visible sign of a holy thing, or a visible sign 
of an invisible grace.” Baptism accords with 
this definition, for water represents the puri- 
fying influences of the Spirit, and the sign is 
distinct from the thing signified. But by tran- 
substantiation the sign is taken away, and the 
thing signified is put in its place. Hence, the 
Lord’s Supper is no sacrament at all! 

(6) It involves an absurdity. 

Transubstantiation requires a body to be, at 
the same time, in more places than one. The 
Bible teaches that the body of Christ is in 
heaven at the right hand of God; yet accord- 
ing to this Romish doctrine, it is in heaven 
and upon their altars at the same time. It 
does not come down from heaven to earth; 
but it remains in heaven, and is yet upon 
earth. It is present, not in one place on earth 
only, but in a thousand places—in the east 
and in the west, in the north and in the 
south, or wherever a priest has pronounced 
the words of institution. Who can believe 
such absurdities ? 

(c) It contradicts the testimony of our 
senses. 

If the bread and wine were actually 
changed into flesh and blood, they would not 
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only resemble flesh and blood, but they would 
taste like flesh and blood. But are they thus 
changed? Itis almost an insult to plain, com- 
mon sense to ask the question. If they were 
flesh and blood, would they not be subject to 
the laws of decomposition and corruption? Did 
any one ever see the bread and wine which 
were left over after the sacrament was admin- 
istered, in a decomposed state ? 

(d) It is in direct opposition to the teaching 
of the Scriptures. 

The Apostle Paul still calls the symbols 
bread and wine after their consecration, which 
he would not have done if they had been 
transmuted into the body and blood of Christ. 
It is true the Saviour said: “This 1° my 
body—this is my blood,” but every one ought 
to know that these are elliptical expressions, 
and manifestly mean, this represents my 
body—this represents my blood. This form 
of expression is quite common in the Sceript- 
ures. ‘The seven kine are (represént) seven 
years; “That rock -was-. @epresentéd) 
Christ;”. “I. am (represent) the breid@er 
hife;” “I am (represent), the-door.% GP saen 
passages could be almost indefinitely multi- 
plied, but these are deemed sufficient. The 
truth is, the same form of speech is even now 
in common use. We look upon a portrait 
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and say that itis aman; upon a picture and 
say that it is a lion, ete. 

(3) Lhe design of this institution. 

The following brief summary expresses the 
design of this institution: 

(a) It is a commemorative ordinance. 

This is evident from the language of our 
Saviour and his apostles. Luke says: “He 
took bread and gave thanks, and brake it, 
and gave unto them, saying: This is my body 
which is given for you; this do in remembrance 
Gime (auke xxit. 19:)*-And Paul ‘says: 
“The Lord Jesus, the same night in which he 
was betrayed, took bread; and when he had 
given thanks, he brake it, and said: Take, 
eat: this is my body which is broken for you; 
iis do in remembrance of me.” — (1 Cor. xi. 
23-26.) In partaking of this feast, then, we 
are to remember the person, love, and death 
of Christ. 

(6) Itis a witnessing or testifying ordinance. 

The sacred record is: . “For as often as ye 
eat this bread and drink this cup, ye do shew 
the Lord’s death till he come.”’ Every worthy 
communicant, therefore, is a witness to the 
great truths that “Jesus died and rose again.” 
And it is a fact, which cannot be controverted, 
that this sacrament is a “standing testi- 
monial” of the truth of our commor 
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Christianity. It can be explained in no other 
way than by admitting that what the Bible 
says of it is literally true. The fact, too, that 
this ordinance now exists, is an argument in 
support of Christianity, which infidelity has 
utterly failed to meet, much less to overthrow. 

(c) It is a bond of union among Chris- 
tians. | 

The blessed Saviour, when he instituted 
this feast, said: “Drink ye all of it.” And 
the Apostle Paul, in speaking of it, says: 
“The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not 
the communion of the blood of Christ? The 
bread which we break, is it not the com- 
munion of the body of Christ? For we being 
many, are one bread and one body; for we 
are all partakers of that one bread.” What 
a ligament, what a bond of union? How- 
ever widely Christian denominations may 
differ in other things, here is an ordinance in 
which there should be perfect concord—the 
grand rallying point for the entire “ sacra- 
mental host” of God. 

(d) It is a perpetual ordinance. 

On this point the Christian world is in per. 
fect accord. Paul tells us that it is to be 
observed “till he come’’—till Christ returns 
to judge the world. This shows, beyond a 
doubt, that this ordinance should be perpetu- 
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ated to the end of time. In every generation, 
therefore, and in every place where there are 
Christians, it is to be observed until the Son 
of God shall return, and the necessity of its 
observance shall cease only when the whole 
body of the redeemea shall be permitted to 
see their Lord, and there shall be no need of 
those emblems to remind them of him, for all 
shall then “see him as he is.” 

(4) Lhe persons who should partake of it. 

According to the plain teachings of the 
Scriptures, none except those who have been 
truly regenerated by the Holy Spirit should 
partake of this ordinance. On this point all 
Evangelical Churches are agreed. Indeed, 
from the time of the institution of the Sup- 
per, to the end of the apostolic age, we have 
no account that any one was ever recognized 
as a communicant who did not profess to be a 
subject of regenerating grace. While it is 
right and proper that all communicants should 
be members of the Church, and should also 
receive the ordinance of water baptism prior 
to the communion, yet it will not do to affirm, 
with the Bible before us, that either joining 
the Church, or the reception of water baptism, 
ean be construed as constituting the. essential 
qualification for this ordinance. These are 
simply the outward expressions of that quali- 
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fication—ithe new birth—which is’ simply 
indispensable to a worthy participation of this 
sacred feast. The truth is, the Supper was 
instituted prior to Christian baptism, and it 
was administered by the Saviour himself to 
those who had never received Christian bap- 
tism, as the record plainly shows. 

But while we affirm that joining the Chureh 
and water baptism cannot, of themselves, give 
the proper qualification to worthy communion, 
yet we do assert that it 1s a positive duty of 
every one who has been *‘ born again,” to see to 
it that both of these acts have been attended to. 
This sacrament was instituted for Christians, 
and it is the imperative duty of all such. per- 
sons not only to unite with the Church, but 
to submit to baptism, the initiatory rite into 
that organization. This, too, is in accord 
with the great commission: ‘Go ye there- 
fore, and teach (make disciples or Christians 
of) all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost: teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you.” 
(Matt. xxvili. 19, 20.) 

Besides, it has been the universal usage of 
the Church to insist upon membership and 
baptism prior to communion, not becanse they 
give the proper qualification, but because they 
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are the external evidences of Christ’s acceptance 
of them as “heirs of his kingdom.” 

This ordinanee, then, is for all Christians, 
and as it is one, too, which cannot, in any 
sense, be said to belong exclusively to any 
particular braneh of Christ’s Church, we see 
the utter untenability of the practice of “ close 
communion.’ However, as it is practiced by 
a portion of our fellow Christians, it may not 
be cut of place just here to give a brief sum- 
mary of the arguments against it. 

(a) It assumes what is not true—that it is 
their ordinance. 

As we have seen, the sacrament of the Sup- 
‘per is a memorial service, and every Christian 
on earth is equally interested in the import of 
that service. It is as much the duty of Christ’s 
followers to participate in this ordinance as it 
is to be baptized or to pray. The ordinance, 
then, belongs to no particular Church any 
more than that of water baptism. It is the 
Lord’s table, and no one has the right to debar 
a member of the “mystical body of Christ” 
from it. 

(6) It virtually unchristianizes and un- 
churches all others. 

Are there no Christians except those who 
belong to the denomination that practices 
close communion? And is there no Church 
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except the Baptist Church? Who will dare 
answer these two questions in the negative? 
Yet, to be consistent, the Church which 
adheres to close communion, must so answer 
both of these interrogatories. 

(c) It debars many who have been baptized 
according to the mode insisted upon by close 
communionists. 

The reason generally assigned for close com- 
munion, 1s that ¢mmersion is an indispensable 
prerequisite to a worthy participation of the 
Supper. But, in many of our Churches, there 
are those who have been thus baptized. Still, 
they are debarred. And why? We will see 
the reason in the next objection which we 
urge to close communion. 

(d) It makes membership in a particular 
Church the test. 

Those who indulge in this exclusive and illib- 
eral practice, will sing, aud pray, and preach, 
and rejoice with the members and ministers of 
other Churches, but will not take the sacrament 
with them! The blessed Saviour has said to 
all his followers, ‘‘ Do this in remembrance of 
me.” ‘As oft as ye do this, ye shew forth 
the Lord’s death until he comes.” The design 
of this feast, therefore, is to show our love to 
Christ and our interest in his death. Do not 
all Christians love him? and have not all 
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Christians an interest in his death? Most 
certainly, if they be his children. 

The Bible authorizes us to believe that this 
sacrament is administered in heaven. The 
Saviour said to his disciples, “I will not any 
more drink of the fruit of the vine, until I 
drink it new with you in my Father’s king- 
dom.” Wonder if all Christians do not sit 
down together around that communion table 
in heaven? If, then, they commune together 
in heaven, why should they not commune 
together upon earth? The truth is, close 
communion will not stand the Christian 
fraternity of the nineteenth century, and 
those who have heretofore insisted upon it 
should abandon it, 

21 : 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XIX. 


Question |. How many sacraments do Protestants 
recognize? Name them. 

2. Who instituted these sacraments ? 

3. In place of what other rites do they come? Ex- 
plain in full. 

4. How many sacraments does the Romish Church 
recognize ? 

5. What is the first general point of inquiry? 

6. Can you give the Scripture proof for the origin of 
this ordindnce? Explain in full as to the time of the 
institution. 

7. By what names is this ordinance designated in the 
Scriptures? Give the Greek word translated supper, 
and explain. Also give the other names by which it is 
called. 

8. What kind of bread did the Saviour use? 

9. Is there any command that the same kind should 
be continued ? 

10. Can you give the custom of different Churches on 
this point? 

11. What kind of wine did the Saviour use? Prove 
that wine and no other liquid is to be used. 
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12. What is the second general point. of investiga- 
tion ? ; 

13. Fxom what is the word sacrament derived? Ex- 
plain in full. 

14. By what other name did the early Church call this 
feast ? 

15. Can you give the origin and meaning of ecucharist ? 

16, Do Christians really partake of the real body and 
blood of Jesus Christ ? 

17. What is this called ? 

18. What do you think of the doctrine of transubstan- 
tiation ? 

19. (a) Show that the doctrine of transubstantiation 
destroys the nature of a sacrament. Also define sacra- 
ment. 

20. (b) Show that it involves an absurdity. Explain 
in full. 

_ 21. (c) Show that it contradicts the testimony of our 
senses. Explain. 

22. (d) Show that it is in direct opposition to the Script- 
ures. Explain in full. Also show what the Saviour 
meant by the expressions, ‘‘ this is my body,” “this is 
my blood.” Illustrate the same. 

23. What is the third point? 

24. (a) Show that it is a commemorative ordinance. 

25. (b) Show that it is a witnessing ordinance. Ex- 
plain in full. 

26. (c) Prove that it isa bond of union among Chris- 
tians. . 

27. (d) Show that it isa perpetual ordinance. 

28. What is the fourth point of inquiry ? 

29. Show who are to partake of this feast. Explain 
in full. 

30. What is it that gives the proper qualification for 
partaking of this ordinance ? Explain. 

31. Is it a feast for all Christians? 
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32. (a) Give the first objection to “ close communion.” 
Explain. 

33. (b) Give the second objection and explain. : 

34. (c) Give the third objection. Explain in full. 

35. (d) Give the fourth objection. Show its inconsist- 
ency. 

36. Give a summary of the objections to close com- 
munion. 

37. Can close communion stand the Christian frater- 
nity of the nineteenth century ? 

38. What, then, should those do who have heretofore 
practiced it ? 
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CHAR LER XX. 
PERSEVERANCE OF THE SAINTS. 


For several centuries there has been a con- 
troversy, even in the “household of faith,” as 
to whether or not a truly regenerate sinner 
may so far apostatize as to be finally lost. 

This is an important subject—a subject in 
which all- Christians especially, are most 
deeply interested. . And that no sort of 
injustice may be done to the advocates of this 
doctrine, we give their own points, one by 
one—their strongest points, too. Before doing 
so, however, attention is called to an explan- 
atory remark. Those who oppose the doctrine 
of apostasy do not deny that a Christian may 
do wrong—may, through the temptations of 
Satan, the world, and the flesh, incur God’s 
displeasure, and may be deprived of the com- 
forts of religion—but they do deny that such 
will ever so apostatize as to be forever lost. 

(1) The arguments for apostasy. 

The following are the arguments relied 


upon by the advocates of this doctrine: 
(325) 
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(a) Angels fell, and if they fell, why may 
not Christians ? . 

We answer, Yes, they did fall, but those 
angels did not live under the dispensation 
that Christians do. They were under law, 
and one sin, in thought or deed, decided 
their destiny forever. Zach one was to stand 
or fall upon his own merits—had no Saviour, 
no Christ, no Surety. Do we not, then, at 
once see that the cases are not at all similar? 

(4) Adam fell, and if he fell, why may not 
Christians? 

Yes, Adam did fall, but, like the angels 
just spoken of, he was to stand or fall upon 
his own merits—was under ‘a covenant of 
works.” It, therefore, required only one sin 
to cause his fall, just as in the case of the 
angels. But, in consequence of the “new and 
better covenant” (the covenant of redemp- 
tion), Christians stand upon a foundation very 
different from that upon which the angels 
stuod, and from that upon which Adam in his 
priuitive state stood, for Christ is their (the 
Christians) surety; in him, not in themselves, 
they stand or fall. We, therefore, see at a 
glance that there is no analogy whatever 
between the “standing” of Adam in his 
original state and that of Christians under 
the new .covenant, of which we have just 
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spoken. This argument, then, like the other, 
gimounts to: but little. Lhe truth is, if it be 
an argument, it proves too much for the advo- 
cates of apostasy; for it shows that only one 
sin, and the very least sin, too, that the mind 
can possibly conceive of, would cause apos- 
tasy—would uwn-regenerate the soul; whereas, 
the advocates of this doctrine will not agree 
that one, or even a hundred such sins would 
produce such a dreadful calamity. 

(c) Bible cases of apostasy. 

The advocates of this doctrine tell us that 
it must be true, because there are many cases 
of apostasy mentioned in the Bible. Let us 
examine the cases to which they refer, one 
by one. 

First. The case of Saul. 

Saul was a very wicked man—behaved 
himself in a most ungodly manner—but we 
are not particularly astonished at his conduct, 
for we have no proof whatever that he was 
ever a child of God—a Christian. “ But,” 
say the advocates of apostasy, ‘Saul must 
have been a regenerated man, for God gave 
him ‘another heart, and he ‘prophesied.’ ” 
It is admitted that God did give him “ another 
heart;” he however, gave Nebuchadnezzar 
“another heart,’ but it was the heart of a_ 
beast. Remember, the Bible does not say 
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that God gave Saul a “new heart”—the heart 
of a regenerated man—but ‘another heart.” 
And while we admit that the Spirit of the 
Lord came upon him, so that he did “ proph- 
esy,” yet we must also remember that the 
Spirit of the Lord came upon Balaam, and 
he prophesied, even concerning Christ, but 
who will dare say that he (Balaam) was ever 
a Christian? The Bible also tells us. that 
Caiaphas, the ligh priest, prophesied, but no 
man will say that he was a good man. 

May we not, therefore, ask for better evi- 
dence than “another heart” and the power to 
“prophesy,” before we can admit that Saul 
was ever a Christian ? 

Second. The case of David. 

It. is true that David did very wrong—even 
eaused a man to be murdered—but how 
deeply did he repent of his wickedness, and 
how fervently did he pray God to “deliver 
him trom blood guiltiness!” But he never 
“fell from grace”—simply lost, for a short 
time, the “joys of salvation,” as he confessed, 
but he never did lose the salvation itself, for 
every one admits that he was saved. 

Third. The case of Solomon. 

No one will deny that Solomon was, at one 
period of his life, a very dissolute, licentious 
man, but that he was finally lost no one can 
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prove. The fact is, the evidence is all on the 
other side, for, in the latter part of his life, he 
confessed that such a course as he had at one 
time pursued, was all “vanity and vexation 
of spinit;” also, “the conclusion of the whole 
matter” with him was, “fear God, keep his 
commandments, and live.’ Ile must have 
been a Christian, else God would not, have 
permitted lim to write three books of the. 
Bible, and one of these—the book of Ecclesi- 
astes—shows most conclusively that he not 
onuly-hadi the “‘root of the matter in him,” 
but that, hke a genuine Christian, he was 
willing to confess his sins and repent of them. 
Hence, we see nothing in this case to prove 
the doctrine of final apostasy. 

- Fourth. The case of Judas. 

With the advocates of this doctrine, the 
case of Judas is a strong one—the strongest 
of all. That Judas was lost—died and went 
to hell—very few, perhaps, will deny, but that 
he ever was a Christian, no one, we think, 
can prove. The advocates of apostasy tell 
us he was one of the twelve, and they ask 
triumphantly, “ Why did Christ choose him 
as one of the apostles, if he was not a good 
man?” Why he was chosen is not the question. 
The question is, was he a good man—a Chris- 
tian? Let the Bible answer, for that is the 
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evidence which is to decide this case. The 
Saviour says: “Have I not chosen you 
twelve, and -one of you is a devil?” (John 
vi. 70.) This language, be it remembered, 
was spoken before Satan entered into Judas to 
betray Christ. John says “he was a thief,” 
and this, too, was said prior to the time that 
he betrayed the Saviour. Again, the Saviour 
says: “There are some of you that believe 
not. For Jesus knew from the beginning who 
they were that believed not, and who should 
betray him.” (John vi. 64.) What else can 
this verse mean than that from the very com- 
mencement of the ministry of Judas he was a 
non-believer, and would be ready, as soon as ~ 
opportunity offered, to betray his Master? 
It, then, the foregoing scriptures do not prove 
that Judas never was a Christian, we confess 
our inability to comprehend the import of 
language. Now, why he was chosen by Christ 
one of the twelve apostles, we may not be 
able to tell; but, as remarked before, that is 
not the question under consideration. The - 
point we are trying to settle is, was he a 
Christian? And, surely, to the unbiased 
mind, the scriptures we have quoted do settle 
that point forever. The truth is, he did not 
have, if we correctly understand his ease, the 
first clement of a Christian—was a “thief” 
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iis ta Ge. and “eared not for the 
poor.” 

Although it is not the business of those 
who oppose the doctrine of apostasy to tell 
why Christ would permit a bad man to be 
“one of the twelve,’ yet we believe a good 
and sufficient reason can be given for it. The 
Saviour was willing that not only his public 
but his private life should be subjected to the 
criticism of his enemies. To scrutinize his 
public life there were enemies sufficient, but 
to scrutinize his private life, there would have 
been none to do so in a manner to satisfy the 
world, if he had not had that enemy within 
his own household. By the way, too, the 
testimony of Judas, in this particular, is sim- 
ply overwhelming, for he not only confessed 
that he had ‘betrayed innocent blood,’ but 
he sealed the truth of that confession by his 
hfe—by hanging himself. 

Fifth. The case of Peter. 

We admit that Peter was a Christian—had 
been regenerated or “born again”—and if 
the advocates of apostasy can prove that 
Peter fell from grace, we will yield the point. 

Let us briefly look at the facts in the case. 
Peter was a bold man, and had a great deal 
of confidence in himself. As evidence of 
this, when the blessed Saviour said, ‘“ All ye 
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shall be offended because of me this night,” 
Peter promptly replied, “Though all men 
shall be offended because of thee, yet will I 
never be offended.” (Matt. xxvi. 381, 83.) 
When, however, the trial came, Peter’s cour- 
age failed, and he not only denied his Master, 
but he cursed. and swore. But did he fall 
from grace? did his faith fail, and did he have 
to be re-regenerated? Wesay, No; and we 
so answer for two reasons: 

In the first place, the Saviour, after having 
warned Peter that “Satan desired to have him 
that he might sift him as wheat,” said, “ But 
[have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not.” 
Was the prayer of the Saviour answered? 
Most assuredly it was, for he said the 
Father always heard him. (See John x1. 42.) 
If, then, the prayer of Christ was answered, 
Peter’s faith never failed him, for the burden 
of that- prayer was, that’ it (Peter’s faith) 
should not fail. 7 | 

In the second place, the language used by 
the Saviour himself in reference to Peter’s 
case, shows most conclusively that he (Peter) 
had not lost his religion. Said he: “ When 
thou art converted, strengthen thy brethren.” 
(Luke xxii. 32.) Now, the Greek word which 
is translated ‘converted,’ as every scholar 
knows, means “to turn,’ “to turn about.” 
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(See John xxi. 20.) “Then Peter, turning 
about, seeth the disciple whom Jesus loved,” 
etc. The word translated in the last verse 
“turning about,” is precisely the word which 
the Saviour used when, in addressing Peter, 
he said, “art converted.’ Therefore, all -that 
Peter had to do was to “turn about;” not a 
word is said about being regenerated again. 
The word which signifies to be “ born again,” 
as used by Christ in conversation with Nico- 
demus, is a very different word from the one 
employed by the Saviour in addressing Peter. 
Though Peter had done wrong, very wrong, 
yet he did not need to be “born again,” the 
Saviour himself being the judge. Then have 
we not proved most conclusively that Peter 
never fell from grace? 

We cannot, however, dismiss this case 
without remarking that this transaction was 
avery important one to Peter—taught him 
and all other Christians a great lesson. He 
imagined that he was strong enough to stand 
alone; forgot that his strength was in Christ, 
and not himself. Wow nobly, too, he con- 
fessed his error, in the first epistle he ever 
wrote! Hear him: “Blessed be the God 
and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which 
according to his abundant mercy hath begot- 
ten us again unto a lively. hope by the 
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resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead, 
to an inheritance incorruptible, and undefiled, 
and that fadeth not away, reserved in heaven 
for you, who are kept by the power of God 
through faith unto salvation ready to be 
revealed in the last time.” (1 Pet. 1. 3-5.) 

(d) The frequent warnings and threaten- 
ings of the Scriptures. ? 

- The advocates of apostasy tell us that the 
doctrine must be true, else there would not be 
so many warnings in the Bible on this subject. 

No one acquainted with the Scriptures will 
deny that they do contain warnings and 
admonitions in regard to Christian fidelity, 
but the question is, are these warnings and 
admonitions intended to teach that a Chris- 
tian may lose his religion and be lost? We 
think not. 

There are in the Church (we use the word 
Church in the broadest sense) three classes of 
adult members, viz.: the true Christian, the 
self-deceived, and the hypocrite. No one, it 
is believed, will call in question this statement. 
Unless the Bible, therefore, should contain 
matter adapted to the wants and_ necessities 
of these three classes—matter calculated to 
bring out the best possible results from such 
material—it would fail to be the book the 
Church needs. It must have encourage- 
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ments, admonitions, and threatenings, else 
the Christian could not be ogee edt the | 
self-deceived could not be awakened, nor 
could the hypocrite be aroused. These admo- 
nitions and warnings, too, must of necessity 
be general. For instance, 1t would not be for 
the best for it to be said in these promises, 
warnings, etc., that this is for the true Chris- 
tian, this for the self-deceived, and this for 
the hypocrite, because the very ones (the self- 
deceived and the hypocrite)’ who most need 
these warnings and threatenings, would, under 
the protection of a Christian profession, say, 
we do not belong to either class; whereas, by 
making these warnings, etc., general, and not 
specific, those who need them may be greatly 
profited by them. 

To illustrate still further, in our Common- 
wealth we have citizens of different kinds 
(just as in the Church we have members of 
different classes), but the enactments of our 
civil code are general—must be so. The laws, 
with their “warnings and threatenings,” are 
addressed to all citizens. They, for instance, 
tell the penalties for theft, for house-burning, 
etc., and all citizens are “warned” by these 
penalties. They say to the honest man, Jf 
you steal you shall be punished, and to the 
upright citizen, Jf you burn your neighbor’s 


536 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


house, you shall be put into the penitentiary. 
In all such cases, however, the answer would 
be, “We know that these things are true, 
but, then, we have not the most remote idea 
of committing either crime—have no idea of 
stealing another man’s goods, nor of burning 
his house.” Nor do such laws with their 
penalties, though they are made general, even 
imply that honest and upright citizens are in 
the least possible danger. They are enacted 
for the benefit of bad men; of men who, 
though they mix and mingle with the good, 
being citizens of the same Commonwealth, 
yet do not belong to that class. 

Just so, precisely, is it with the warnings 
and threatenings of the Scriptures. They, it 
is true, tell what would be the result 7f Chris- 
tians were to do thus and so; but, then, the 
genuine child of God says: ‘Those penalties 
do not in the least disturb me, for I have no 
intention whatever of placing myself in such 
an attitude; these warnings and threatenings, 
though general, cannot reach me, for they, 
like the penalties of the civil law, are intended 
to reach the vicious, not the virtuous.” 

By keeping the foregoing suggestions in 
view, the reader will not only see that the 
“warnings and threatenings” fail, utterly fail, 
to establish the doctrine of apostasy, but he 
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will have in his possession a key which will 
enable him to understand thoroughly all that 
class of Scripture texts to which the advo- 
cates of apostasy have reference. For illus- 
tration, Paul says: “But though we, or an 
angel from heaven, preach any other gospel 
unto you than that which we have preached 
unto you, let him be accursed.” (Gal. 1. 8.) 
The assertion of Paul is cer a true, but 
did he, ‘or an angel from heaven,” have any 
intention of doing so? No, never. Again: 
“Tf any man draw back, my soul shall have 
no pleasure in him.” (Heb. x. 88.) This is 
likewise true, but mark, Paul does not say 
nor intimate that a Christian can “draw 
back.” Likewise, the same apostle says: 
“Tf Christ be not risen, then is our Te aching 
vain, and your faith is also vain.” (1 Con 
xv. 14.) But did Paul intend to express a 
single doubt that Christ had risen? Not so. 

Such passages could be multiphed indefi- 
nitely, but, with the explanations which have 
preceded, these are sufficient to convince us 
that the “warnings and threatenings” of the 
Bible contain no evidence that the doctrine 
of apostasy, as taught by our Methodist 
friends is true. 

(e) The doctrine of apostasy must be true, 


else man would not be a free agent. 
22 
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The meaning of this language, when we 
analyze it, is simply this: A Christian is not 
a free agent unless he can, at pleasure, sever 
his connection with Christ—can commit sin 
enough to damn his own soul! 

Let us examine this position and see if it is 
true. Upon what terms are Christians made? 
In other words, how do sinners become Chris- 
tians? The answer is, By faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ. There are, then, two parties to 
this transaction, Christ and the sinner. Te 
become a Christian, therefore, the sinner must 
accept Christ as his Saviour, and he must 
accept him, too, on the very condition which 
he (Christ) prescribes. That condition is- 
faith, as we have already said. The sinner’s 
agency, therefore, is consulted in this trans- 
action; he has to accept Christ. Now, for 
how long a time does the sinner accept him? 
Is it for a /imited or an unlimited time? If he 
accepts him for a limited time, then his agency 
would be destroyed should he be forever con- 
firmed in a state of grace—he would not only 
have more than he asked for, but he would 
cease to be a free moral agent. If, however, 
he accepts him for an unlimited time, for time 
and eternity, then not to forever confirm him 
and make him sure of heaven, would be less 
than he asked for. Now, what does the sin- 
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ner want when he goes to Christ? There is 
but one answer: It is salvation, eternal life, 
heaven. He asks for nothing less, desires 
nothing less. And as Christ has nothing 
else, in this respect, to give but eternal life. 
then the sinner either gets that or he gets 
nothing. If, then, the sinner gets simply 
what he asks for—no more, no less—is his 
agency destroyed when he gets it? How can 
it be destroyed when he is not only a party, 
but a willing party, to the transaction? 
Would he not, too, rather make a contract 
which would stand forever, inasmuch as he is 
the gainer by such a contract? Would he 
not prefer to be eternally happy, than to be 
happy for a few days? Would he not, also, 
be very unwise not to make that contract for 
eternity, if he could do it, rather than for the 
present? How on earth, then, is a man’s 
agency destroyed when he has secured to him 
simply what he asked for? What motive 
could prompt him to have it otherwise? 
Instead, therefore, of having his agency 
destroyed by being confirmed in a state of 
security; the very reverse is true with the 
ehild of God. He wants eternal life, and 
nothing else will satisfy him. Besides, if a 
state of confirmation or security, while we 
are on earth, destroys our agency, would not 
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the same be true with the blood-washed 
throng in heaven? If, in other words, the 
Christian while here, must have power to fall 
from grace in order to make him a free moral 
agent, must he not have the same power after 
he gets into the city and paradise of God? 
Most assuredly he must. Then, according to 
this, there is no security even in heaven! 

(f) Actual cases of apostasy among us. 

As proof that the doctrine of apostasy is _ 
true, we are told that there are now among 
us a great many who have actually fallen from 
grace. That there are many in all our 
Churches who were once professors of religion, 
and who now have gone back to the world, 
no one will doubt; but unless it can be proved 
that they were regenerated—born again—the 
existence of such cases proves nothing for the 
advocates of the doctrine of apostasy. 

Our only standard on this subject is the 
Bible, not the doctrines and professions of 
men. That book, we think, forever settles 
the question, for, in speaking of -just such 
eases, it says: ‘They went out from us, but 
they were not of us: for if they had been of 
us, they would no doubt have continued with 
us: but they went out, that they might be 
made manifest that they were not all of us.” 
(1 John ii. 19.) Again, says the Saviour: 
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“Tf a man love me, he will keep my words: 
and my Father will love him, and we will 
eome unto him, and make our abode with 
him.” (John xiv. 23.) Itis also said: “He 
that saith, I know him, and keepeth not his — 
commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not 
in him.” (1 John ii. 4.) 

Many more such passages could be given, 
but ten thousand more could not add any 
thing to the plain, positive declarations that 
have been quoted—passages, too, which seem 
to have been written for the purpose of teach- 
ing those who say that they were once 
regenerated and have lost their religion, are 
simply mistaken—are spurious cases. 

In accordance with the promise made, we 
have taken up, one by one, the argumente 
relied upon by the advocates of apostasy, and 
we have seen that they fail, utterly fail, to 
establish the fact that a truly regenerated man 
er woman can lose his or her religion and be 
lost. But, “to make assurance doubly sure,” 
it is now proposed to consider briefly the 
arguments in favor of the doctrine to the 
contrary. 

(2) Arguments against apostasy—the final per- 
severance of the Saints.” 

Instead of admitting the probability or the 
possibility of the theory of apostasy, we take 
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the position that the truly regenerated soul 
will certainly “persevere” to the end, and 
will be eternally saved. In support of this 
position, the following reasons are assigned: 

(a) >From the nature sof the covenams 
which God the Father made with Christ the 
Bolles 

In this covenant the promise was made by 
the Father to the Son that, if the latter would 
become a propitiation and an intercessor for 
sinners, he should have, as a reward for his 
labors, a kingdom which should never end. 
As proof of this, read the following: ‘ When 
thou shalt make his soul an offering for sin, 
he shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days, 
and the pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in 
his hands. He shall see of the travail of his 
soul, and shall be satisfied: by his knowledge 
shall my righteous servant justify many; for 
he shall bear their iniquities. Therefore will 
I divide him a portion with the great, and he 
shall divide the spoil with the strong; because 
he hath poured out his soul unto death: and 
he was numbered with the transgressors; and 
he bare the sin of many, and made interces- 
sion for the transgressors.” (Isa. li. 10-12.) 
In accordance with the same sentiment, the 
Father says: ‘“ Yet have I set my King upon 
my holy hill of Zion.” (Ps. 11. 6.) Further- 
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more, the Father says to the Son, “Thy 
throne, O God, is for ever and ever; the 
sceptre of thy kingdom is a right sceptre.” 
(Ps. xlv. 6.) “Of the increase of his govern- 
ment and peace there shall be no end, upon 
the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, 
to order it, and to establish it with judgment 
and with justice from henceforth even for 
ever. The zeal of the Lord of hosts will 
perform this.” (Isa. ix. 7.) “And in the 
days of these kings shall the God of heaven 
set up a kingdom, which shall never be de- 
stroyed: and the kingdom shall not be left to 
other people, but it shall break in pieces and 
consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand 
for ever.” (Dan. 11. 44.) 

The foregoing passages (and many of the 
same kind could be added) prove four things: 
First, that a covenant was made between the 
Father and the Son; second, that the Son was 
to make “his soul an offering for sin”—was 
to become the Saviour of sinners; thd, that, 
for the work which he (the Son) performed, 
he was to have a kingdom; fourth, that this 
kingdom should have “no end.” — 

Of the exact date of this covenant we 
know not, because God has not revealed it to 
us. It was certainly in time to save Adam, 

else the promise could not have been made 
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immediately after the fall, that “the seed of 
the woman shall bruise Ns serpent’s head.” 

The foreknowledge of the Father (not his 
fore-ordination) enabled him to make the 
promise of a kingdom to his Son, for he knew 
that many of the human race would, of their 
own voluntary free will, accept Christ as their 
Saviour; would, without any decree on his 
part, become the subjects of Christ, and, con- 
sequently, members of his kingdom—the 
Church. He also reveals the manner in 
which he would forever keep them as mem- 
bers of that kingdom. ‘“ And I will make an 
everiasting covenant with them, that I will 
not turn away from them, to do them good; 
but [will put my fear in their hearts, that 
they shall not depart from me.” (Jer. 
xxxli. 40.) 

This kingdom, too, as we have seen, was 
not only to be established, but it was to have 
“no end,” for the Father, in speaking of its 
durability, says: ‘Once have I sworn by my 
holiness that I will not lie unto David. His 
seed shall endure for ever, and his throne as 
the sun before me.” (Ps. ]xxxix.-35,%36,) 
Again, he says: ‘“ His seed will I make to 
endure forever, iad his throne as the days off 
heaven.” : 

In the passages just quoted, we have two 
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positive promises of the Father—promises, 
too, confirmed by an oath of the great Jeho- 
vah. first, David’s throne was to be as the 
days of heaven—endure as long as God him- 
self lived; second, his seed or subjects were 
to “endure forever.” Now, by turning to 
the Gospel by*Luke, we find that the throne 
of David is the throne which Christ possesses. 
The angel Gabriel, in speaking of the child 
that was to be born, said: ‘He shall be 
great, and shall be called the Son of the 
Highest; and the Lord God shall give unto 
him the throne of his father David: and he 
shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; 
and of his kingdom there shall be no end.” 

This throne or kingdom, of course, means 
the Church—could not possibly mean any- 
thing else. And, in perfect agreement with 
this idea, Christ, in speaking of his Church, 
says: “The gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it.’ (Matt. xvi. 18.) 

If the foregoing be true (and we are con- 
fident it is), do we not see that there is no 
sort of doubt in regard to the present and 
eternal salvation of every person that has 
been, is now, or will be “born” into that 
kingdom? If this certainty did not exist, 
then the promises made in regard to the per- 
petuity of that kingdom, could not have been 
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made, for if one Christian may fall from 
grace, ail may, and if all may, then God him- 
self could not have said that the “kingdom” 
and the “seed” shall “endure forever,” and 
“as the days of heaven.” 

(6) From the legal relation which the Chris- 
tian sustains to the Divine government. 

The only possible way for a sinner to be 
justified is by a perfect obedience to the law 
of God. This perfect obedience, however, 
cannot be rendered by him because he is a 
fallen creature. If, then, he is ever justified, 
it must be by another who could render that 
perfect obedience for him which the law im- 
peratively demands. The only being in the 
universe that could do that is Jesus Christ, 
and that he has rendered that obedience, is 
evident from the Scriptures. ‘For as by one 
man’s disobedience many were made sinners, 
so by the obedience of one shall many be 
made righteous.” (Rom. v. 19.) Again: 
‘For Christ also hath once suffered for sins, 
the just for the unjust, that he might bring 
us to God, being put to death in the flesh, but 
quickened by the Spirit.” (1 Pet. iii. 18.) 
Also: ‘For he hath made him to be sin for 
us, who knew no sin; that we might be made 
the righteousness of God in him.” (2 
Cor. v. 21.) : 


a 
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From the foregoing passages (and many 
more of the same kind could be furnished) 
we see that Christ has, by the atonement 
which he made, “wrought out” or purchased 
a righteousness which may be made available 
by the sinner. The condition, too, upon 
which that righteousness can become the 
righteousness of the sinner, is likewise plainly 
stated in the Scriptures. “Therefore we con- 
clude that a man is justified by faith without 
the deeds of the law.” (Rom. ii. 28.) Also: 
“Therefore being justified by faith, we have 
peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” (Rom. v. 1.) 

The righteousness of Christ, then, is the 
ground on which the sinner is pardoned, and 
that righteousness becomes the sinner’s right- 
eousness whenever he exercises faith in Christ. 
“Wor Christ is the end of the law for right- 
eousness to every one that believeth.” (Rom. 
x. 4.) The very moment, therefore, that the 
sinner exercises faith in the Son of God as 
his Saviour, then it is that the righteousness 
of Christ becomes his—is imputed to him. 
“And he (Abraham) received the sign of 
circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of 
faith which he had, yet being uncircumcised: 
that he might be the father of all them that 
believe, though they be not circumcised; that 
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righteousness might be imputed unto them 
also.” (Rom.iv.11.) Again: “Now it was 
not written for his sake alone, that it was 
imputed to him; but for us also, to whom it 
shall be imputed, if we beheve on him that ~ 
raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead; who 
was delivered for our offenses, and was raised 
again for our justification.” (Rom. iv. 23-25.) 

It is also proper to state in this connection, 
that, if the first Adam had stood the test— 
had met Satan and resisted him—then he and 
his descendants would have been confirmed 
in a state of holiness—would have had ever- 
lasting life secured to them in view of Adam’s 
fidelity. Now, Christ, the second Adam, did 
stand the test, and stood it most successfully, 
too, for he overcame the combined powers of 
earth and hell. Single-handed he met the 
tempter 1n the wilderness, the agonies in the 
garden, and the sufferings on the cross; yea, 
met Satan, met sin, met death, met the grave, 
and came off conqueror. Then why may not 
his children—those who have been “born 
again”’—be confirmed in a state of everlasting 
life because of his fidelity? No man living 
can give a good reason why it should not be 
so. On the contrary, we have every reason 
to believe that such is the case. In the eyes 
of the law, he has placed ‘his believing 
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children precisely where the first Adam would 
have placed his, if he had stood the test. 
This idea, too, agrees perfectly with the 
teachings of the «apostle Paul, who, when 
speaking of himself and other Christians, 
asks, “Do we then make void the law 
through faith? God forbid: yea, we estab- 
lish the law.” (Rom. fu. 81.) “ What then! 
shall we sin, because we are not under the 
law, but under grace? God forbid.” (Rom. 
vi. 15.) The same apostle likewise says: 
“For sin shall not have dominion over you: 
for ye are not under the law, but under 
grace.” (Rom. vi. 14.) 

We see, then, that “Christ is the end of 
the law for righteousness” to the believer, 
and, as his righteousness is the righteousness 
of his children, and inasmuch, too, as his 
righteousness 1s complete, it follows necessa- 
rily that his children are safe. So long. 
therefore, as the law has no claims against 
Christ, it cannot possibly have any against 
his children. They, then, are just as safe as 
Christ is, for they are, in the expressive 
language of the Apostle Paul, “joint heirs 
with Christ”—have just as perfect a title to 
heaven as he has. As long, therefore, as 
Christ is secure, the Christian is secure. The 
Divine government can make no demand 
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upon the Christian until the Surety fails. 
But it cannot fail, for it is perfect, therefore 
the Christian is forever safe. 

(c) From the vital relation which the Chris- 
tian sustains to Christ. 

The Christian is his child; is “ born again” 
into his family or kingdom; is a member of 
his body; is an integral part of the great 
spiritual temple. ‘“ Ye must be born again.” 
(John i. 7.) “For we are members of his 
body, of his flesh, and of his bones.” (Eph. 
v. 30.) “Know ye not that ye are the temple 
of 43000 = (1 Cor. muito) 

Moreover, the connection between Christ 
and the Christian is compared to that which 
subsists between the vine and the branches. 
‘‘T am the vine, ye are the branches. He that 
abideth in me, and I in him, the same 
bringeth forth oe fruit; for aires me ye 
can do nothing.” Olin Xv. 5.) What a 
close, what a vital relation! 

Again, so tender and so intimate is the 
relation between the blessed Saviour and the 
child of God, that the /ife of the latter is said 
to be “hid with Christ in God.” “For ye 
are dead, and your life is hid with Christ in 
God. Sener Christ, who is our life, shall 
appear, then shall ye also appear with him in 
glory.” (Col. ii. 8, 4.) Since, then, Christ 
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is “the life” of the Christian, and since, too, 
that “life is hid with Christ in God,” how can 
it be lost? Can Satan find and bring to ruin 
such a life? No,indeed! Why, he could not 
even find the body of Moses, which God had 
hid, though he (Satan) endeavored to compel 
Michael the archangel to discover it to him. 
(See Jude 9.) Then, how on earth is he to 
find the Christian’s life which is hid, not in the 
earth, but “with Christ in God?” Can he, 
with his fiendish army, storm the buiwarks 
of heaven? Can he force his way through 
that invincible host of angelic legions which, 
as a great body-guard, stand sentinel at the 
gate of heaven? Yet more than this he 
would have to do before he could reach the 
Christian, for he would have to lay open the 
Father’s heart, and then wring from the 
Saviour’s grasp the sacred treasure! Can he 
doit? No, never, never, NEvER! ‘ How can 
one enter into a strong man’s house, and spoil 
his goods, except he first bind the strong 
man? (Matt. xn. 29.) 

(d) From the constant indwelling of the 
Holy Spirit in the heart of the Christian. 

The Holy Ghost is one of the prime agents 
in the work of salvation. Ife not only con- 
vinees us of our sin and misery, enlightens 
our minds in the knowledge of Christ, and 
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apples to our hearts the redemption pur- 
chased by the Son of God, but he dwells in 
the heart of every one from whom the evil 
spirit has been cast out. “I will. pray the 
Father, and he shall give you another Com- 
forter, that he may abide with you forever.” 
(John xiv. 16.) To show, too, that this gift 
of the Spirit was not peculiar to the apostles, 
we read: “If any man (any Christian) have 
not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.” 
(Rom. vill. 9.) 

The Spirit, then, does not enter the hearts 
of Christians as a transient visitor, but to 
“abide with them forever.” For this reason, 
Christians are called “the temple of God, 
because the Spirit of God dwelleth in them.” 
By this constant abiding of the Spirit, Chris- 
tians are not only comforted, but they are 
assisted in their infirmities$ yea, are “sealed 
to the day of redemption.” “Likewise the 
Spirit also helpeth our infirmities: for we 
know not what we should pray for as we 
ought: but the Spirit itself maketh interces- 
sion for us with groanings which cannot be 
uttered.” (Rom. vii. 26.) This. Spirit, too, 
is given to Christians “as an earnest of 
their inheritance.” Now, we all know what 
‘an earnest” is; it is a part given as a secus 
rity that the whole shall be given. Since, 
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then, the Spirit is given as “an earnest” of. 
the “inheritance” of Christians, if they can 
fall from grace and lose that “inheritance,” 
then, God’s security (the Holy Ghost) has 
failed! But how can-he fail? He is one of 
the three persons in the Godhead; yea, is 
God! What better security, then, could the 
Christian ask? 

(ce) From the intercession of Christ, and 
from his anxiety and ability to save his fol- 
lowers. 

In speaking of Christ, the Bible says: ‘He 
ever liveth to make intercession for them.” 
(Heb. vii. 25.) “If any man sin, we have an 
advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the 
righteous.” (1 John i. 1.) What is the 
nature of the “intercession” which he makes 
for his children? The answer is at hand: He 
prays for them just as he did for Peter, “that 
their faith fail not.” We have a specimen of 
his prayers: “Holy Father, keep through 
thine own name those whom thou hast given 
me, that they may be one, as we are.” “I 
pray not that thou shouldest take them out 
of the world, but that thou shouldest keep 
them from the evil. They. are not of the 
world, even as Iam not of the world. Sane- 
tify them through thy truth: thy word is 
truth.” (John xvii. 11, 15-17.) Lest, too, 

23 


354 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


some one might say that that prayer was only 
for his disciples, or for such as had already 
believed on him, he says: “Neither pray I 
for these alone, but for them also which shall 
believe on me through their word.” “(John 
xvi. 20.) If there is any efficacy in the 
prayers of the Saviour, then all his children 
will be saved. And that there is efficacy in 
those prayers, we have the testimony of Christ 
himself: “Father, I thank thee that thou 
hast heard me. And I knew that thou hear- 
est me always.” (John xi. 41, 42.) 

His anxiety for the eternal salvation of his 
followers is likewise assured in the Scriptures. 
‘Father, I will that they also, whom thou 
hast given me, be with me where I am; that 
they may behold my glory, which thou hast 
givenme.” (John xvii, 24.) The Father, too, 
has the same solicitude. “And this is the 
Father’s will which hath sent me, that of all 
which he hath given me I should lose nothing, 
but should raise it up again at the last day.” 
(John vi. 39.) The truth is, the entire history 
of Christ—his birth, sufferings, and death— 
would be without meaning, if this deep, abid- 
ing anxiety for his followers had not existed, 
Will he not, then, “see of the travail of his 
soul and be satisfied?” It must be so, for to 
him, in an especial manner, is committed the 
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“keeping” of his children—those who have 
become his by “faith in his name.” 

Let us now for a moment inquire as to his 
ability in securing the everlasting salvation of 
his people. : 

Paul says: ‘Wherefore he is able also to 
save them to the uttermost that come unto 
God by him.” (Heb. vii. 25.) Again: “Now 
unto him that is able to keep you from. fall- 
ing, and to present you faultless before the 
presence of his glory with exceeding joy, to 
the only wise God our: Saviour, be glory-and 
majesty, dominion and power, both now and 
ever. Amen.” (Jude 24, 25.) 

Having seen what the power of Christ as 
an intercessor is, and having seen, also, that 
he is not only anxious to save his children, 
but is able to do so, the question arises, Will 
he doit? But one answer can be given: He 
will. Would not a kind, pure father save a 
ehild from ruin if he had the ability? We 
will not insult the intelligence of the reader 
by answering such a question. But the case 
under consideration is a much stronger one, 
for no father loves his children as tenderly as 
Christ loves his children. 

(f) From positive declarations of the 
Scriptures. . 

The Bible is literally full of positive asser 
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tions that the truly regenérated soul will be 
saved. So numerous, indeed, are they that 
we scarcely know where to begin; but we 
have space for only a few. 

‘Whosoever drinketh of this water shall 
thirst again: but whosoever drinketh of the 
water that I shall give him shall never thirst ; 
but the water that I shall give him shall be in 
him a well of water springing up into everlast- 
ing life.’ (John iv. 18, 14.) i 

“Verily, verily I say unto you, He that 
heareth my word, and believeth on him that 
sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not 
come into condemnation; but is passed from 
death unto life.” (John v. 24.) 

‘God is faithful, who will not suffer you to 
be tempted above that ye are able; but will 
with the temptation also make a way to 
escape, that ye may be able to bear it.” 
(1° Cor. x13:) 

“There is therefore now no condemnation 
to them which are in Christ Jesus, who walk 
not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. For 
the Jaw of the Spirit of hfe in Christ Jesus 
hath made me free from the law of sin and 
death.” (Kom. viii. 1, 2.) 

“T am the good shepherd: the good shep- 
herd. giveth his life for the sheep.” ‘My 
sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and 


PERSEVERANCE OF THE SAINTS. 357 


they follow me: and I give unto them eternal 
life; and they shall never perish, neither 
shall any man pluck them out of my hand. 
My Father, which ‘gave them to me, is 
greater than all; and no man is able to 
pluck them out of my Father’s hand.” 
(John x. 11, 27-29.) 

“Hor if, when we were enemies, we were 
reconciled to God by the death of his Son, 
much more, being reconciled, we shall be 
saved by his life.” (Rom. v. 10.) 

“He that believeth on me hath everlasting 
life.’ (John vi. 47.) 

“Who shall separate us from the love of 
Christ? shall tribulation, or distress, or per- 
secution, or famine, or nakedness, or peril, or 
sword?” “Nay, in all these things we are 
more than conquerors through him that 
loved us. For I am persuaded, that neither 
death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, 
nor powers, nor things present, nor things to 
come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other 
creature, shall be able to separate us from the 
love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our 
Lord.” (Rom. viii. 35, 37-39.) 

We have given the foregoing without 
“note or comment,’ for they need neither, 
and it would be an easy matter to give a 
hundred more of the same kind, but want 
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of space forbids. We cannot close this 
discussion, however, without making one 
additional remark. We have positive testi- 
mony from the Bible that many of the 
righteous are in heaven, and that many of 
the wicked are in hell; but no man can say 
on the authority of the Scriptures that an 
unregenerated soul ever went to heaven, or 
that a truly regenerated person ever went to 
hell. ; 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XX. 


Question 1. Is the doctrine of the perseverance of the 
saints a controverted point ? 

2. What do the advocates of perseverance admit? 

3. What is the first point made by the advocates of 
apostasy? How answered ? 

4, What is their second point? How answered ? 

5. What is the third point they make? Answer—(a) 
The case of Saul. (0) The case of David. (c¢) The case 
of Solomon. (d@) The case of Judas. Fixplain in full. 
Why was he permitted to be an apostle? (e) The case 
of Peter. Give a full explanation. Show what ‘ con- 
verted”? means. The lesson to Peter. 

6. What is the fourth point? Answer—The three 
characters in the Church. Why should these warnings 
be general? Illustrate by reference to citizens in our 
Commonwealth. Explain in full. Now show what the 
warnings in Scripture mean. 

7. What is the fifth point? What is the meaning of 
this? Answer—The terms upon which the sinner be- 
comes a Christian. Does he accept for a limited or an 
unlimited time? Show what the sinner asks for. If the 
sinner gets what he asks and prays for, is his agency 
destroyed ? 

(359) 
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8. What is the sixth point? Answer in full and give 
proof. 

9. What is the first point in favor of perseverance ? 
Explain and give Scripture proof. 

10. What is the second point? Explain in full and 
give the proof. ; 

11. What is the third point? Explain and prove. 

12. What is the fourth point? Explain in full and 
give Scripture proof. 

13. What is the fifth point? Give full explanation. 

14. What is the sixth point? Give the passages 
referred to. 

15. Can you recapitulate the arguments for apostasy ? 
Do so. oa) 

16. Can you repeat the arguments in favor of perse- 
verance? Do so. 
: [The foregoing chapter is, with a few verbal changes, taken 
from the author’s little book called the Old Log House. His 


reason for reproducing it is, he did not sce how he could 
strengthen the argument. ] 


Were 


CHAPTER XXI. 
THE RESURRECTION OF CHRIST. 


THE resurrection of Christ is vital to the 
Christian system. If this great fact can be 
disproved, then the religion of the Bible 
becomes “a cunningly devised fable,” and, 
consequently, unworthy of belief. Indeed, 
the resurrection of Christ is to the Christian 
system what the keystone is to a material 
arch. 

Connected with this important event, there 
are two points of vital interest—the reality 
of Christ’s death and the reality of his resur- 
rection. | 

(1) The reality of Christ’s death. 

To all who admit the credibility of the 
Scriptures, the proof of the death of Christ 
is clear, convincing, overwhelming. These 
proofs may be summed up as follows: 

(a) The Jews, the inveterate enemies of 
Christ, clamored for his death, and nothing 
less than a real death would have satisfied 


“them. 
(361) 
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(b) Pilate, the Roman governor, who had 
the power of making the decision, consented 
that such a death as the Jews demanded 
should be the doom of Christ. Accordingly, 
he issued an order that he (Christ) should be 
crucified, and that, in accordance with the 
Roman law, this should be done publicly. 

(c) The Jews certainly believed that he was 
dead, for they passed him by when they 
broke the legs of the two malefactors who 
were crucified with him, and the reason for 
so doing was that he was already dead. But — 
to make the matter “doubly sure,” a soldier 
thrust a spear into his side, and the “blood 
and water” which came therefrom showed 
conclusively that the Aeart of the Saviour had 
been penetrated. This alone would have 
produced instant death, even if he had not 
been “already dead.” 

(d) The Romans were satisfied that he was 
dead, for when Joseph of Arimathea 
requested of Pilate the body of Jesus, Pilate 
refused to grant the request until he sent a 
certain centurion to see if the body was really 
lifeless. That the centurion reported the 
body dead, is evident from the fact that Pilate 
consented for Joseph to take it. 

(e) Joseph and the disciples were confident 
of his death, as is evinced by the facts that 
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they not only perfumed the body, but neatly 
shrouded and actually buried it—put it in 
the sepulcher. 

(f) All history, not only by acquiescent but 
by positive testimony, confirms the fact of 
Christ’s death. Celsus, of the second cen- 
tury, Porphyry, of the third, and Julian the 
Apostate, of the fourth—all of them most 
bitter enemies of Christianity—never dared 
dispute the facts of Christ’s crucifixion and 
burial. In addition, we have the written 
testimony of Josephus, of the “ Acts of 
Pilate,” of Pliny, ete., ete——all confirming 
the Bible record of these events. 

Now, can any unprejudiced reader review 
this array of testimony and still doubt the 
real death of Christ? If so, to use the mild- 
est expression, he is a man whose reasoning 
powers are not to be envied by a sane person! 

(2) The reality of Christ's resurrection. 

Did Jesus Christ rise again from the 
dead or did he not? Here Christianity 
and. infidelity join issue. Christianity 
affirms, infidelity denies. That the whole 
controversy turns upon this question cannot 
be denied. If Christ arose from the 
dead, then he is the Messiah—the Saviour 
of the world—and the religion which he 
taught is true; but if he did not arise from 
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the dead, then he is an impostor, his gospel 
is a delusion, and the hope of his followers is 
a dream. The apostles evidently so viewed 
‘the subject, for they based the claims of the 
Christian religion upon the resurrection of 
Christ. The record is that on the day of 
Pentecost a prominent feature in Peter’s 
‘sermon was Christ’s resurrection ; and the 
‘fact that three thousand were converted on 
that day, proves conclusively that the apos- 
tles must have established the point beyond 
controversy, so far as those converts were 
concerned. Indeed the great burden of 
apostolic preaching was “Jesus and _ the 
resurrection.” — | Mk: 
Before giving the positive testimony in 
favor of the resurrection of Christ, it will 
not be out of place to ask the opposers of 
the doctrine a plain, pointed question. What 
became of the body of Christ? All, be it 
remembered, admit that the body was lifeless, 
and that it was buried. Then, if it did not 
rise from the grave, ought not infidels to be 
ible to answer the question which we have 
propounded? Have they ever done so in a 
satisfactory way? It isa problem on which 
they have been at work for more than eight- 
ecn hundred years, yet, with all their boasted 
ability and learning, they have never been 
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able to give a rational solution! Did not 
the enemies of Christ, at the time of the 
crucifixion, know that the whole controversy, 
as to the truth of religion, hinged upon the 
point of his rising or not rising again on the 
third day? Did they not know that he had 
foretold that he would thus rise? Was it not 
to prevent imposition on the part of his 
disciples in regard to this.very thing that a 
guard of sixty well-armed and well-trained 
soldiers was placed around the sepulcher? 
If Christ did not rise from the dead, after 
the third day, as he said he would, were not 
his enemies bound to produce that body or 
give some rational account of it? If they 
could have produced that dead body, would 
they not have done so? Did they do it? 
Did they pretend or attempt to do so? It is 
true they made an effort to account for its 
absence from the sepulcher, but they could 
not tell where it was. Their method for 
accounting for its absence 1s expressed in the 
words which they put into the mouths of the 
guards: “ His disciples came by night and stole 
him away while we slept.’ We would be 
tempted to treat this absurd and irrational 
story with the silence of contempt were it 
not that infidels, after laboring for eighteen 
centuries, have failed to produce a better 
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reason. To be respectful, therefore, we must 
answer this argument, as it is the best that 
infidelity can put forth. 

There are many objections, and insuperable 
ones, too, to this method of accounting for 
the missing body of our Saviour. The fol- 
lowing are a few of them: 

(a) It is unreasonable that the disciples 
- would have attempted to steal the body of 
Christ. They, as their subsequent history 
showed, were timid men—were men of neither 
wealth nor high social position. They were 
also at that time very much disheartened. 
They had seen their great leader slain by 
violence, and they, like sheep without a 
shepherd, were in a defenseless condition. 
Peter, the boldest of them, denied his Master 
even while the trial was going on—before the 
Saviour had shed one drop of blood. « Is it, 
then, reasonable to suppose that these timid, 
disappointed, disheartened men would, with- 
out any means of defense, attack a well- 
armed guard of sixty soldiers? Besides, 
what did they want with the dead body of 
Christ? Would it not have been an acknowl- 
edlgment that their cause was a failure to be 
seen with that dead body in their possession ? 

(b) Is it likely that all the guard—sixty 
men—went to sleep at once? According to 
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Roman law, it cost a soldier on guard his life 
to go to sleep. Yet this theory not. only 
supposes that one such soldier went to sleep, 
but what is still more improbable, that they 
all went to sleep, and at the same time, too! 
Besides, admitting for the sake of argument 
that they all did go to sleep at the same time, 
is it likely that they would have gone to 
sleep at the “dawn of the third day ”’—the 
first hour ‘of the very day on which the 
Saviour said he would rise? Would they all 
have selected that hour for sleep? Who can 
believe such improbabilities ? 

(c) It is not probable, even, if they all had 
been asleep, that the disciples could have by 
stealth passed the guard, broken the seal 
from the sepulcher, rolled the great stone 
away, and borne away the dead body, without 
having awakened some one of them. Such 
a thing is so improbable that, were it to 
occur, 1t would really be a miracle. But, as 
asked before, what did the disciples want 
with the dead body of their Lord? That 
dead body in their possession would have 
been a complete refutation of the assertion 
of tffe Saviour that he would rise again the 
third day—would have mocked their with- 
ered hopes and deepened their sad disap 
pointments. 
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(zd) It is not probable that sixty armed 
soldiers, finding that their dead prisoner had 
been taken from them while they were 
asleep, would have published their own 
shame and disgrace without first having 
made diligent search for the body. They 
would certainly have made diligent search 
for that body, for that was the object which 
they were to guard. There would, therefore, 
have been two charges against them—one 
for going to sleep, the other for letting their 
prisoner disappear. 

(ec) It is not at all likely, if the guard had 
gone to sleep, as they said they did, after 
they had been bribed to so say, that the 
Roman authorities would have permitted 
them to go unpunished. But there is not an 
intimation that they were dealt with. And 
why not? Simply because those authorities 
knew that Jesus rose from the dead. They 
well knew that neither the disciples nor any 
other persons could have obtained that dead 
body without the knowledge of that guard. 
The guard deserved severe reprimand for 
telling such an unconscionable falsehood, but 
they did not deserve punishment for permit- 
ting that body to disappear, because they 
could not help it. 

(f) It is not reasonable that a sleeping 
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guard would know what takes place. Of 
what account is the testimony of a sleeping 
witness? What civil court would permit a 
man to testify as a witness against any human 
being, if he were first to acknowledge that 
he was asleep during the whole affair? <A 
man, it is true, could say while he was asleep 
his goods were stolen, but could he say 
who committed the theft? Iow, then, could 
that guard say that while they slept the 
disciples stole away the body of Jesus? How 
did they know what the disciples did while 
they themselves were sound asleep? 

(g) If the Roman authorities had for one 
moment believed that the disciples had 
“stolen the body of Jesus,” they would have 
had those men arrested and tried in a most 
rigid and unmerciful way. Those men 
would have been made to confront the 
dignitaries of the law and their sleeping wit- 
nesses. But not a word of it. The civil 
authorities arrested neither the soldiers nor 
the disciples; nor did they issue any official 
order to search for the dead body. Why do 
none of these things? Simply because 
“ Jesus was risen,” and they Anew it. 

Surely enough has been said to convince 
any one endowed with reason, that the infidel 


method of accounting for the missing body 
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of Jesus is perfectly absurd; yet, be it remem- 
bered, al/ the improbabilities which we have 
mentioned must be dclieved before we can 

deny that Jesus rose from the dead! | 

But we are not yet done with this interest- 
ing and vital subject—have now arrived at 
the point where positive testimony can be 
introduced. We will, therefore, put these 
witnesses on the stand and hear their testi- 
mony. 

(a) The guard of sixty soldiers. 

When the event of Christ’s resurrection 
first occurred, these men went in haste to the 
city (Jerusalem), and told the chief priests 
‘all the things that were done”—an unvar- 
nished story of the fact of the resurrection. 
Nor did they utter any other sentiment until 
they had been bribed with ‘large money” 
by the elders to say, ‘ His disciples came by 
night, and stole him away while we slept.” 
They, moreover, did not agree to this base 
proposition until the men who made it gave 
assurances that they should not be punished ~ 
for uttering it. (See Matt. xxviii. 11-15.) 

(6) The women who visited the sepulcher. 

The narrative shows that these women did 
not go there to see if Christ had arisen, but 
to anoint his body. They, therefore, expected 
to find his body in the sepulcher. They 
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went into it, as the record shows, and saw 
for themselves that the body was gone. They 
left the place in great sorrow; but going a 
short distance, they met the Saviour, and he 
said unto them, “All hail.’ They then 
“came and held him by the feet, and wor- 
shiped him.” Could they have been mistaken 
in this matter? They saw him, they heard 
him talk, and they handled his feet which 
had been lacerated upon the cross. We, 
therefore, do not hesitate to say that, under 
all the circumstances, they could not have 
been deceived. 

(c) The two disciples on their way to Em- 
maus. 

These, be it remembered, were not of the 
twelve; and the whole narrative shows that 
they were almost, if not entirely, in complete 
despair. The risen Saviour overtakes them, 
talks to them, upbraids them, expounds 
scripture to them, and in “the breaking of 
bread” with them that evening, they recog- 
nized hir:! So rejoiced were they, that they 
“rose up the same hour and returned to 
Jerusalem ’—a distance of about eight miles! 
Were they mistaken? Notso; for they were 
not eager, but “slow of heart,” to believe. 
They demanded evidence, and strong evi- 
dence, too, before they would admit the fact 
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that he was the risen Saviour. But, after 
they were convinced, so anxious were they 
to publish the good news, that they went 
immediately back to the city to tell their 
brethren. The record, however, shows that 
when they reached Jerusalem, they “found 
the eleven gathered together, and them that 
were with them, saying, The Lord is risen 
indeed.” And while they were relating what 
occurred to them on the way to Emmaus, 
and also in the village itself, “ Jesus himself 
stood in the midst of them, and saith unto 
them, Peace be unto you.” 

(d) The eleven apostles. 

For forty days after his resurrection, the 
Saviour appeared on various occasions to the 
eleven apostles, giving many infallible 
“proofs” that he “was alive after his pas- 
sion,’ and speaking to them “of the things 
pertaining to the kingdom of God.” 

Now, as we very well know, the apostles, 
hike the two disciples of whom we have 
spoken, were by no means eager witnesses. 
They, too, after the Saviour was crucified, 
were almost in despair, and, in that frame 
of mind, they demanded evidence of the 
most convincing character. The Saviour 
knowing this, challenged them to a close 
investigation—told them tc handle him, ete., 
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that they might be convinced. One of them, 
too, was bold enough to say, “ Except I shall 
see in his hands the print of the nails, and 
put my finger into the print of the nails, and 
thrust my hand into his side, I will not 
believe.” The blessed Saviour gratified him 
in this particular to the full extent. (See 
John xx. 24-29.) 

Could these apostles have been mistaken? 
Impossible, utterly impossible; for they had 
been with him almost day and night for 
about three years. 

(e) The five hundred brethren, all of whom 
“saw him at once.” 

Could so many witnesses all be mistaken? 
Can we even imagine that five hundred per- 
sons would all lose their senses at once? 
Who can believe such an absurdity? The 
apostle who refers to these witnesses says, 
“of whom the greater part” were living at 
the time he was addressing the Corinthians. 
As much as to say, If any one doubts eee 
I will produce the witnesses! 

(f) The Apostle Paul. 

One of the most inveterate enemies that 
the Saviour ever had was Saul of Tarsus. 
He was a man of high social position, a man 
of vast learning, a man capable of the most 
critical analysis of fact and character, yet he 
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asserts most positively that he had seen the 
risen Christ. Was Paul deceived? Could 
such an intellect as he possessed be deluded ? 
Would he have surrendered the religion of 
his fathers for a myth? Who can believe 
such things? 

(g) The angel that was in the sepulcher. 

When the women went to the tomb of 
Christ to anoint his body, the ‘‘angel of the 
Lord,” whose “countenance was like light- 
ning, and his raiment white as snow,” said 
to them, “Fear not ye; for I know that ye 
seek Jesus, which was crucified. He is not 
here: for he is risen, as he said. Come, see 
the place where the Lord lay.” (See Matt. 
xxvill. 1-6.) 

Who will, who can, doubt the testimony 
of such a witness?—a pure, spotless angel 
who had been in that sepulcher all the time 
that the body of Jesus was there. Was he 
deceived? It is almost sacrilege to ask the 
question. 

(A) Christ himself. 

It is unnecessary to dwell at length upon 
this point. Christ not only said that he 
would rise, but that he had risen. To prove 
the fact, too, he subjected himself to the most 
rigid scrutiny of the witnesses whom we 
have introduced. And we not only have 
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their united testimony to the fact, but his 
own declaration, after he had been crucitied, 
in the following words: “Goto my brethren, 
and say unto them, I ascend unto my Father; 
and to my God, and your God. (See John 
xx. 17.) Comment upon such a witness 
would be wholiy out of place. 

In the foregoing list, those witnesses only 
have been introduced who had ocular dem- 
onstration of Christ’s resurrection—saw him 
with their own eyes. But in a certain sense, 
and in a very important sense, too, every 
human being that has ever believed on Christ 
is a witness of his resurrection; for without 
that risen Saviour, there could be no salva- 
tion. (See Acts iv. 12.) very one, there- 
fore, who has an experimental knowledge of 
this salvation is a witness of Christ’s_ resur- 
rection; and in proportion as that believer is 
worthy of credence, in the same ratio does 
that testimony become real. If the witness 
be unimpeachable, then his testimony is as 
trustworthy as if he had actually seen the 
risen Saviour with his own eyes and touched 
him with his own hands. This being true, 
what an army of witnesses we have!—‘“‘a 
nundred and forty and four thousand, and 
an innumerable company that no man can 
number.” 
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In addition to all these, we might present 
what, for want of a better name, we call 
monumental testimony. On what other ground 
than that Christ rose from the dead, can we 
account for the change of the Sabbath from 
the last to the first day of the week? On 
what other ground can we account for the 
institution of baptism in the name of the 
Trinity? There is not in the whole Bible a 
single passage authorizing it, prior to the 
time that the Saviour, in his last interview 
with his disciples, after his alleged resurrec- 
tion, instituted the ordinance. On what 
other ground can we account for those grand 
miracles which were performed by the 
apostles, affer the time that the resurrection 
is said to have occurred? Are they not seals 
enstamped by God himself upon the truths 
which those men preached, viz., ‘“ Christ and 
the resurrection ?” 

In addition to these, we might present as 
monuments of the same kind, every church- 
building, every benevolent institution, every 
reigious book, every gospel sermon, every 
peaceful death; yea, every Bible and every 
thing under the broad canopy of heaven that 
is good ! 

. Having presented the witnesses, let us, in 
conclusion upon this subject, briefly refer to 
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some of the important circumstances con- 
nected with this testimony. 

(a) The character of the main witnesses. 

By main witnesses we mean the apostles, 
inasmuch as the duty of making this fact 
known was committed principally to them. 
Who were the apostles? Though they were 
not learned men, nor men of high social or 
political influence, yet they were all, as far as 
we can judge, men of strong common sense 
and stern integrity. Their history and their 
writings are ample proof of this. Now, one of 
three propositions must be true: First, Christ 
arose from the dead; or second, the apostles 
were deceived; or third, they deceived others. 
The second proposition cannot be true. 
They knew positively whether or not they had 
seen Christ, and they had forty days to verify 
that knowledge. The third is likewise false. 
If Christ had not risen, they knew him to be 
an impostor—he had deceived them, and they 
knew it. Now, will men cleave to an impostor, 
knowing him to be such, when they are 
confident that such adherence will result in 
poverty, in persecution, in death? These 
menu had seen their leader crucified, and the 
groans of their dying Master while on the 
infernal cross still sounded in their ears. 
Would they, then, in defiance of the agonies 
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of crucifixion, cling to an impostor—preach 
1 resurrection which never took place? 
Who can believe such a thing? Then, since 
the second and third propositions are false, 
the first must be true—Christ did rise from 
the dead. 

(0) The tribunals before which this evi- 
dence was given. 

These witnesses testified before Jews and 
heathens, philosophers and rabbins, kings 
and peasants—at Jerusalem, in the syna- 
gogues, in the pretorium, everywhere. Surely 
if their testimony had been false, some of 
these tribunals could have exposed these 
men. 

(c) The time in which this testimony was 
given. | 

They did not wait for ycars to elapse before 
they began to preach “ Christ and the resur- 
rection.” In three days; yea, while the cross 
was still reeking in blood, and before the 
infuriated mob had been quelled, they boldly 
and fearlessly announced the fact that the 
Saviour had risen. If the whole thing had 
been a fraud, would they have dared to make 
such a statement at that time? The question 
is too absurd to be answered. 

Then, have we not proved beyond the, 
possibility of a reasonable doubt that Christ 
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arose from the dead? If we have not, then 
no historical fact on earth can ‘be proved. 
Was there ever a fact in the wide domain 
of history so well authenticated as the resur- 
rection of Jesus Christ? Never, never, NEVER. © 
Hence, in the language of Job, every Chris- 
tian can say, “I know that my Redeemer 
liveth, and that he shall stand at the latter 
day upon the earth: and though after my 
skin worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh 
shall I see God.” (Job xix. 25, 26.) 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXI. 


Question 1. Is the doctrine of Christ’s resurrection | 
vital? Show why. 

2. What is the first point of inquiry ? 

3. Did Christ die? 

4, (a) Give proof from the demand of the Jews. 

5. (b) The testimony of Pilate. 

6. (c) Show that the Jews believed him to be dead. 

7. (d) Testimony from the Romans. 

8. (e) From Joseph and the disciples. 

9. (f) Proof from history. Explain. 

10. What is the second point of inquiry ? 

11. Explain in full the true issue. 

12. Do the claims of the Christian religion cS 
upon the resurrection of Christ ? 

13. Show that infidelity ought to account for the bade 
of Christ. Explain this point in full. 

14. How long have infidels been trying to answer this 
question? Give the result. 

15. How do infidels account for the absence of Christ’s 
body? 

16. Has infidelity ever made any improvement on the 
absurd reason ? 

17. (a) Show why the disciples would not have at- 
tempted to steal the body. 
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18. (b) Is it likely that all the guard went to sleep at 
once? Show why not. 

19. (c) Show that it is not probable that the disciples 
would have attempted to steal the body of the Saviour 
even if the guard had been asleep. 

20. (d) Would the guard have thus published their 
shame and disgrace without making an effort to find the 
body ? 

21. (e) If they had gone to sleep would they not have 
been punished ? 

22. (f) Would a sleeping guard know what takes 
place ? 

23. (g) What would have been done with the guard, 
if it had been believed that they were asleep? 

24. (a) In examining the positive testimony, who are 
the first witnesses? TExplain in full. 

25. (b) The hext witnesses? Explain. 

26. (c) The next witnesses? Explain fully. 

27. (d) The next? Show that these apostles could 
not have been mistaken. 

28. (e) The next? What of the five hundred? 

29. (Cf) The next? What of Paul? 

30. (g) The next? Explain. 

31. (h) The next? What of Christ’s testimony? Ex- 
plain in full. 

32. What of monumental testimony? Explain in 
full. 

33. (a) What of the character of the witnesses ? 

34. (b) The tribunals before which they testified ? 

35. (c) The time in which this testimony was given ? 


(HACE tie Xen 
THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL. 


Amone all the questions which concern the 
human race, there is not one of deeper inter- 
est than that of the immortality of the soul. 
Are we, as conscious beings, to survive the 
ravages of death? And if so, what will be 
the character of our future destiny? These 
are questions of vast import, and of the most 
profound interest. 

In discussing this subject, we propose two 
points for consideration—objections to the 
doctrine, and arguments in favor of it. 

(1) Objections to the doctrine of the souls im- 
mortality. 

The objections, though they may be urged 
in different form, may all be resolved into one, 
which is as follows: 

The soul is material—a mere function of 
the brain—and consequently, at the dissolu- 
tion of the body, will cease to exist. 

Those who advocate this theory are called, 
and properly so, materialists. The supporters — 
of this theory claim that it is a new doctrine— 
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a doctrine developed by distinguished scien- 
tists of the present century—a doctrine, too, 
necessarily resulting from a thorough knowl- 
edge of physical organism. In this assertion, 
however, they are sadly mistaken. The doc- 
trine is as old as the sect of the Jews called 
the Sadducees, and in the early history of the 
Christian Church, we find the celebrated 
Origen combating and refuting the pernicious 
dogma. Indeed, the materialism of the pres- 
ent day is simply a repetition of the theory 
of all infidel philosophers, in all of the past 
ages, and in all countries, whether Pagan, 
Mohammedan, Jewish, or Christian. Hobbes, 
Volney, Hume, Voltaire, etc., revived the old, 
exploded theory of the ancients, and Darwin, 
Tyndall, Huxley, etc., are “repeaters,” or, to 
change the figure, the grotto through which 
the poisonous stream is to flow. 

Now, let us calmly investigate this theory. 
“What is matter? What are its essential prop- 
erties? In answer to the last question we. 
reply they are, impenetrability, extension, figure, 
divisibility, inertia, ete. 

By the impenetrability of matter we mean 
that no two bodies can occupy the same space 
at the same time. For illustration, take a 
vessel and fill 1t with water, and the same 
vessel cannot, at the same time, be filled with 
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any other liquid. Now, is this true of that 
phenomenon which we call mind,or spirit? 
Does it possess such a property? The attempt 
to even conceire of mind as being thus re- 
stricted to a limited space, and so filling that 
space as that nothing else can occupy it at 
the same time, is revolting to all common 
sense. 

Extension as a property of matter means 
length, breadth, and thickness—something 
that can be weighed or measured. But what 
would we think of a man who would speak 
of a pound of mind, a square yard of mind, 
ten gallons of mind, ete. ? 

Figure means shape when applied to mat- 
ter. Now, who can even conceive of mind as 
possessing shape? If so, what is its shape? 
Is it a square? a triangle? a circle? or what? 

‘Divisibility 1s also a property of matter. 
Can the same be affirmed of mind? Can it 
be divided and subdivided into the minutest 
parts, as we can divide matter? ‘Can it be 
cut, broken, pounded, ete., as we can do with 
matter? The ideaisabsurd. We might thus 
pass through the whole list, but surely this is 
enough to convince any one that matter is not 
mind. 

Let us now look at the properties or facul- 
ties of mind, and see if they can be said to 
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belong to matter. Mind can think, compare, 
reason, and judge. Can matter do any of 
these things? Has there ever been found in 
the range of philosophy, a single particle of 
matter, or a combination of such particles, 
that was capable of thought? If so, where ? 
We repeat the question, where ? 

Matter and mind, therefore, have no prop- 
erties in common. How, then, can it be said 
that they are the same? The truth is, the 
vast universe is divided into two grand 
departments—matter and spirit, and under no 
possible circumstances could one become the 
other. We, too, have as satisfactory knowl- 
edge of the existence of mind or spirit as we 
have of matter. The manifestations of the 
latter are not one particle more evident than 
that of the former. Nay, if there be a differ- 
ence, it is in favor of spirit, for without mind 
or spirit, we could not possibly have any 
knowledge of matter. I place my hand upon 
a stone and say it is hard, but what is it that 
pronounces this judgment? Is it my hand or 
is it my mind? I look at a rose and pro- 
nounce it beautiful, but what is it that makes 
this decision? Is it the look or is it the spirit 
that is within me? 

One argument which materialists present to 
prove that mind or spirit is simply a function 

25 


386 THEOLOGY CONDENSED. 


of the brain, is that, when the brain is dis- 
eased, the mind ceases—is lost. This is not 
true. The brain is simply the medium through 
which the mind or spirit acts. If, therefore, 
the medium is imperfect, the manifestations 
of the agent which is acting through that 
medium, must be imperfect. If a skillful 
musician should have an imperfect instrument 
upon which to perform, his music would be 
imperfect, but it would be most illogical to 
conclude from such an effect, that the powers 
of the musician were impaired. Now, what 
the instrument is to the musician, the brain is 
to the mind, and it would be just as absurd to 
say that the existence of the musician depends 
upon the instrument as to say that the ezist- 
ence of the mind depends upon the brain. 
But let us grant for the sake of argument 
tnat mind or spirit is matter, then what have 
inaterialists really gained? Would this prove 
that the mind or soul is not always to exist? 
Most certainly it would not, for, so far as we 
have actual knowledge, matter is indestruct- 
ible. The form of matter changes, but that 
is all. And, as far as we know, not a single 
atom of matter, since the birth of creation, 
has been annihilated—blotted out of exist- 
ence. Even, then, if we were to admit that 
mind or spirit is matter, would the doctrine 
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of the soul's immortality be false? By no 
means. The materialist, therefore, must prove 
that matter will cease to exist, before he can, 
even with his hypothesis that mind is matter, 
prove that mind or spirit is not immortal. 
Materialism, then, must be a bad shrine at 
which to worship. Indeed, no one can do so 
without renouncing the fundamental prin- 
ciples of common sense. 

(2) The arguments in favor of the immortality 
of the soul. 

The following is a brief summary of these 
arguments : 

(a) From the consent of all nations. 

This has been the universal belief of all 
races of men, in all ages. Universal consent, 
like every universal effect, must be referred 
to an equally universal cause, and this con- 
sent, uniform among men differing in almost 
every other respect, can be explained in no 
other way than by saying that God implanted 
this idea in the very constitution of man’s 
nature. 

This doctrine was believed by the Egyp- 
tians, the Phenicians, the Persians, the 
Seythians, the Celts, the Druids, the Greeks, 
and the Romans. Indeed, there has never 
been a nation found on the face of the earth 
so rude and barbarous in which there was not 
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fondly cherished a belief in an existence 
after death. Surely a belief thus general—a 
behef bounded by no clime, and limited to no 
age—must be referred to the great Author of 
life as its source. And, if so, must it not be 
true? 
(6) From the innate desire of the soul for 
immortality. 
The great Addison has most forcibly ex- 
pressed this thought in the lines which follow: 
“Tt must be so; Plato, thou reasonest well! 
Else whence this pleasing hope, this fond desire, 
This longing after immortality ? 
Or whence this secret dread and inward horror, 
Of falling into nought? Why shrinks the soul 
Back on herself, and startles at destruction ? 
’Tis the divinity that stirs within us; 
’Tis Heaven itself that points out an hereafter, 
And intimates eternity to man!” 


Now, who implanted this desire in the 
bosom of man? Unless we admit that his 
Maker did it, how can we account for its 
general prevalence? If so, will God mock 
his creatures by creating a desire for which 
he has made no provision? Who can be- 
lieve it? 

(c) From the capacity of the soul for an 
immortal existence. 

Great as have been the achievements of the 
human intellect, yet this life is too brief for 
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the complete development of its vast powers. 
In other words, no human being, in this life, 
ever attains to a complete development of his 
mental and moral powers—live as long as he 
may, and struggle hard as he can, he will at 
the end of his earthly pilgrimage, feel and 
know that he yet has faculties undeveloped, 
capacities unfulfilled, and desires unsatisfied. 

Now, who gave these capacities? There is 
but one answer: God gave them. Would 
that .great and good Being endow man with 
capacities which can never be gratified? Can 
it be that powers so noble, so lofty and capa- 
cious, are destined simply to begin to unfold 
themselves, and then, like a bubble on the 
lake, burst and disappear forever? Has an 
All-wise God created an intelligence so highly 
endowed, merely to live for a few brief years 
on the earth, and then to sink back into non- 
entity? Philosophy, reason, every thing within 
and around us, revolts at such an idea! 

(2) From the unequal distribution of re- 
wards and punishments in this life. 

The history of individuals and communities 
alike establishes the fact that this life is a 
state of probation rather than one of retribu- 
tion. Here, as we all know, great wickedness 
is often associated with great temporal pros- 
perity, and high moral excellence with the 
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deepest sorrow and suffering; consequently, 
we must conclude that there is a future state 
in which all that now appears inconsistent 
with the justice of God shall be adjusted. 
(See Ps. Ixxin.) [If there is net, who can 
reconcile the deeds of a Nero and a Trajan 
with the sufferings of the martyrs whom they 
burned at the stake? The truth is, speaking 
with great reverence, a future state is neces- 
sary to explain and unfold these otherwise 
mysterious things. 

(¢) From the voice of conscience. 

In this particular, conscience is the voice 
of God in the soul. Every man who has not 
found refuge in Christ, feels that his moral 
relations to God are not settled in this lfe— 
feels that “after death comes the judgment.” 

(f) From the positive teachings of the 
Scriptures. 

It is unnecessary. to dwell upon the seript- 
ural argument, for the whole Bible is based 
upon the doctrine of the soul’s immortality. 

First. The Old Testament. 

Read the account of man’s creation. The 
body was formed of the dust of the earth, and 
the soul of the breath of God. (See Gen. 1. 
26; 11. 7.) Read also the definition of death 
as given by the wise man. ‘Then shall the 
dust return to the earth as it was, and the 
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spirit shall return to God who gave it.” 
(Heel. xii. 7.) See, likewise, the case of Sam- 
uel. (See 1 Sam. xxviii. 5-20.) (See Job xix. 
eee) ae(peeo be xvii. 155 xvi. 9-115” xxi. 
4-6.) (See Dan. xu. 3.) 

Second. The New Testament. 

The testimony of the Saviour. (See Matt. 
Memeo, KX. 31,32.) (Seé Luke xvi. 22, 235 
xxill. 43.) (See John xiv. 2, 3.) 

The testimony of the apostles. (See 2 Cor. 
vy. 1,6, 8.) (See Phil. i. 21, 23, 24.) (Gee 2 
Tim. iv. 6-8.) (See 1 Peter i. 3-5.) 

Now, if the soul is not immortal, how can 
the foregoing scriptures possibly be inter- 
preted? If, then, the skeptic can persnade 
himself that, in respect to the future, he is 
nothing more than a brute, let him—if he 
will—take his dark and gloomy course alone, 
not vainly striving to destroy the foundation 
of the righteous who have “hope in their 
death.” 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXII. 


QueEstion 1. What can you say as to the importance of 
the immortality of the soul? 

2. How many points are presented for discussion ? 

3. What is the first general point ? 

4. What is the first objection urged to the soul’s im- 
mortality? Show that this is not anew doctrine. Ex- 
plain in full. 

5. How does the materialism of the present day 
compare with that of the past ages? 

6. What are the properties of matter? What of im- 
pen«trability? Extension? Figure? Divisibility ? 

7. What are the properties of mind or spirit ? 

8 Have matter and mind any common properties ? 
Explain in full. 

9. Have we as much proof for the existence of mind 
as of matter? Explain in full. 

10. Can you answer the point that mind is a function 
of the brain? Illustrate with musical instrument. 

11. If we were to grant that mind is matter, would 
infidelity gain any thing thereby? Explain. 

12. What is the second point in this discussion ? 

13. (a) Give the argument for immortality derived 
from the belief of all nations. 
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14. (b) From the innate desire of the soul. Explain 
in full. 

15. (¢) From the capacity of the soul. Explain. 

16. (d) From the unequal distribution of rewards and 
punishments. 

17. (e) From the voice of conscience. 

18. (f) From the teaching of the Scriptures.  First— 
the Old Testament. Second—the New Testament. 

19. Recapitulate the argument against the immortality 
of the soul. 

20. Give a summary of the arguments in support of 
the doctrine of the soul’s immortality. 


CELA PTE RXTE 
THE RESURRECTION OF THE BODY. 


THE resurrection of the body is a doctrine 
of pure revelation. The wise philosophers 
of past ages taught the probability of the 
future existence of the sou/, but not one of 
them ever promulgated the idea of a restora- 
tion to life of the dead body. This part of 
man was left out of their systems. It was 
disposed of after death according to the 
funeral rites of each nation, and a future life 
was not even conjectured. It is true, that 
there was a heart-felt desire to perpetuate the 
existence of the body, as is evinced by the 
costly methods which they resorted to in 
embalming the dead, etc.; but the idea that 
the dead body would ever be restored to life 
never once entered their minds. ‘To the 
religion of the Bible, therefore, we are 
indebted for the idea of the resurrection of 
the body. Reason, it is true, after the 
thought has been suggested, may be able to 
present arguments as to why the body will, 
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at some time, be restored to hfe; but there is 
a vast deal of difference between the ability 
to originate an idea and the ability to give 
reasons in support of that idea. Tor illus- 
tration, Newton suggested the universal law 
of gravitation as the power which keeps the 
heavenly bodies in their orbits, and at once a 
hundred other philosophers who had ever 
been in utter darkness upon that subject, 
could give reasons to support the theory. It 
is just so in regard to the resurrection of the 
body. 

As an additional argument in support of 
the assertion that the doctrine of the resur- 
rection of the body is one of pure revelation, 
we refer to the severe contest which occurred 
between Paul and the Athenian philosophers. 
When the great Apostle delivered his serznon 
upon Jesus and the resurrection, these wise 
philosophers denounced him as a “ babbler,” 
and said, ‘Thou bringest strange things to 
our ears.’ Not only had this doctrine been 
unknown to the Stoics and Epicureans, whom 
Paul addressed, but it was equally unknown 
to the philosophers who preceded them. 
They regarded the body as the exclusive seat 
of corruption—as the prison-house of the 
soul, 

Nor does the argument from “ analogy,” 
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which we sometimes hear in support of the 
resurrection, at all conflict with the view here 
taken; for the argument is based upon an 
idea already furnished by revelation. The 
reader, of course, will understand that the 
argument to which we refer is, “the revival 
of all things at the return of spring;” that 
the trees, shrubs, flowers, etc., which seemed 
to be dead—“ in the grave of winter ’’—burst 
forth with new life at a certain season of the 
year; and hence it is asked, Why may not 
the dead body of a human soul do the same 
thing? The thought, we grant, is beautiful; 
but, to be candid, there is really no argument 
in the case, nor will the simile or figure bear 
scrutiny. Before this “analogy” can become 
an argument, and even before the similitude 
can be said to be perfect, we must be able to 
show a plant restored to lite which had been 
dead—dead in the stem and roots. This we 
never can show, for no sunshine of spring 
can infuse life into a dead plant. The argu- 
ment from analogy, therefore, is utterly 
defective; yea, no argument at all. 

But, although reason has never revealed the 
doctrine of the resurrection of the body, yet 
the Bible has. It is true, science “so called,” 
may scout the idea; but with the infallible 
word of God in our possession, we may 
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triumphantly ask, in the language of 
Paul, “ Why should it be thought a thing 
incredible that God should raise the dead?” 
Surely he who originally formed our bodies 
out of dust, could build them up again out 
of their constituent elements. Then to the 
argument. 

1. The Scripture proof of the resurrection of 
the body. 

It is by no means necessary to give all the 
scriptures which sustain this doctrine, conse- 
quently only a few passages, out of the many, 
will be given. 

(a) Proof from the Old Testament. 

“For I know that my Redeemer liveth, 
and that he shall stand at the latter day upon 
the earth; and though after my skin worms 
destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I see 
God: whom I shall see for myself, and mine 
eyes shall behold, and not another; though 
my reins be consumed within me.’ (Job 
X1x. 23-27.) 

“Thy dead men shall live, together with 
my dead body shall they arise. Awake and 
sing, ye that dwell in dust; for thy dew is as 
the dew of herbs, and the carth shall cast out 
the dead.” (Isa. xxvi. 19.) 

‘“ And many of them that sleep in the dust 
of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting 
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life, and some to shame and everlasting con: 
tempt.” (Dan. xii. 2.) 

“JT will ransom them from the power of 
the grave; I will redeem them from death. 
O death, I will be thy plagues! O grave, I 
will be thy destruction.’ (Hosea xin. 14.) 

-In this connection, it is in place to notice 
the assertion which we sometimes hear, that 
the Jews did not believe in the resurrection 
of the body. With the Scriptures before us 
which we have just quoted, it is strange that 
any one could make such a_ statement. 
Besides, it is a matter of ecclesiastical history 
that the entire race of the Jews, except a 
small sect called the Sadducees, held this doc- 
trine in the same sense in which we hold it 
now. It is also taught-in the Apocrypha, 
their uninspired books. (See Wisdom iii. 6, 
18; iv. 15; Maccabees vn. 9, 14, 23, 29) 
Indeed, Paul, in his Epistle to the Hebrews, 
asserts that it was the hope of the resurrec- 
tion that supported the martyrs who died for 
the Jewish religion. (See Heb. xi. 35.) 

(6) Proof from the New Testament. 

“ Marvel not at this; for the hour is com- 
ing in the which all that are in the graves 
shall hear his voice, and shall come forth; 
they that have done good, unto the resurrec- 
tion of life; and they that. have done evil 
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unto the resurrection of damnation.” (John 
v. 28, 29.) 

“For if we believe that Jesus died and 
rose again, even so them also which sleep in 
Jesus will God bring with him. For this we 
say unto you by the word of the Lord, that 
we which are alive, and remain unto the 
coming of the Lord, shall not prevent them 
which are asleep. For the Lord himself 
shall descend from heaven with a shout, with 
the voice of the archangel, and with the 
trurnp of God; and the dead in Christ shall 
rise first: then they which are alive and 
remain, shall be caught up together with 
them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the 
air; and so shall we ever be with the Lord. 
Wherefore comfort one another with these 
words.” (1 Thess. iv. 14-18.) 

“And I saw the dead, small and great, 
stand before God; and the books were 
opened; and another book was opened, which 
is the book of life; and the dead were judged 
out of those things which were written in 
the books, according to their works. And 
the sea gave up the dead which were in it; 
and death and hell delivered up the dead 
which were in them; and they were judged 
every man according to their works.” (Rev. 
XxX 12,13.) 
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Tn the fifteenth chapter of First Corinthians 
(which we trust the reader will examine with 
great care), this great doctrine is discussed at 
length by the Apostle Paul. We have not 
space to quote the language, but we give a 
synopsis of the masterly argument. 

First. The human body will be as certain 
to rise from the grave as that Christ arose. 
(Verse 13.) 

Second. If Christ did not arise from the 
dead, there is no salvation for man. (Verse 
Teo 

Third. As many will rise from the dead as 
were represented in Adam. (Verse 22.) 

Fourth. He calls any one a “fool” who 
will have the audacity to ask, “ How are the 
dead raised up?” (Verses 35, 36.) 

Fifth. We shows that there is a difference 
between the “natural body” and the “spir- 
itual body,” the former being changed to 
suit its new relations, though it is the basis 
of the latter. (Verses 87-50.) 

Sixth. He tells us what will be done with 
those who are alive when Christ comes to 
judgment—“ they sball be changed;” that 
is, their Godies will be changed. (Verse 51.) 

Seventh. He asserts that the ‘spiritual 
body” will be — incorruptible—immortal. 
(Verses 58, 54.) 
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In the foregoing synopsis, we call special 
attention to the first and second points made. 
It will there be seen that not only the resur- 
rection of our bodies, but the salvation of 
our souls, depends upon the fact of the resur- 
rection of Christ. In a former chapter we 
proved, as we think, beyond the possibility 
of a doubt, that Christ did rise from the 
dead; and if we did so, then, Paul being 
judge, every human being that ever has died, 
or that ever will die, will be raised from the 
dead. According to the same great logician, 
too, every spiritual birth—the “ born-again” 
birth—is positive testimony that Christ did 
rise. Then, before the fact of Christ’s resur- 
rection, and also that of every human being, 
ean be doubted, we must prove that every 
witness that has testified is a falsifier, and 
that every Christian experience is a delusion ! 
What sane man would be willing to engage 
in such an undertaking ? 

We might with propriety present the resur-: 
rection of Lazarus and that of the widow’s 
son at Nain, also “the many” who arose 
from their graves at the time Christ arose, 
as examples of the truth of the resurrection, 
but surely enough has been said to prove 
that the resurrection of the body is a Script- 
ure doctrine. 

26 
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(2) The character of the resurrection body. 

On this point there has been much contro- 
versy, but as we have neither time nor space 
to enter at length into such “vain disputa- 
tions,’ we will confine ourselves as closely as 
possible to the plain and positive sai 
of the Scriptures. | 

(a) It will be the identical body that was 
laid in the grave. 

It is a well-established fact in physiology, 
we grant, that the particles composing our 
bodies are continually changing from birth to 
death; but it is none the less certain that, 
through all these changes, the man possesses 
identically the same person from youth to 
age. This proves that neither the identity 
of the body of the same man from birth to 
death, nor the identity of our present with 
our resurrection bodies, consists in sameness 
of particles. If we are confident of our iden- 
tity in the one case, there is no reason why 
we should not feel equally so in the other. 

Just here a difficulty is urged in the fol- 
lowing statement: Our bodies die and the 
particles composing them are not only scat- 
tered in every direction, but they enter into 
other organisms. How, then, it is asked, can 
each soul in the resurrection be reunited with 
its own body? We answer: Bodily identity, 
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as we have seen, does not consist in the same- 
ness of constituent particles. The body of 
_ the man is identical with that of the infant, 
although the former does not contain one 
particle of the matter that constituted the 
body of the latter. Grant that the dead 
body may be continually changing its par- 
ticles, does it thereby lose its identity? Why 
should it do so any more than the living 
body, which is all the time changing its 
particles? Some, perhaps, are ready to say 
that though the living body does change its 
particles, yet it appropriates other particles 
in their stead. How do we know that dead 
bodies do not do the same thing? It is not 
a sufficient answer to say that a Jifeless body 
cannot do so, for we know that in the case 
of the petrifaction of a piece of wood—the 
conversion of wood into stone—that very 
thing is done. That is, the dead wood gives 
out particles of matter, and in their stead it 
absorbs or appropriates other matter—small 
particles of stone. And, furthermore, though 
the body thus formed is different from the 
original, yet it is identically the same; for it 
is the same piece of wood, though changed 
in its constituent elements. Then, admitting 
that all the changes take place in the dead 
human body which can possibly occur, may. 
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it not be, and is it not, the same body 
identically? What if it does surrender its 
particles to other bodies, may it not, and does 
it not, appropriate other particles in their 
stead ? 

Some, no doubt, are ready to answer, If it 
did, then, like the piece of wood spoken of, 
it would retain its shape. But, it must be 
remembered, there is this difference between 
the two: the dead body cannot pass into 
other organisms until it is entirely decom- 
posed and thereby loses its shape, whereas 
the piece of wood undergoes the process of 
giving out and taking in particles before it 
is resolved back into its constituent ele- 
ments—dust. Though the analogy is not 
perfect in every particular, yet it is suffi- 
ciently so to show that even a dead body can 
change its particles and still be the same 
thing identically. 

Another thought is ventured upon this 
deeply interesting subject. The Scriptures 
do not teach, nor intimate, that all the par- 
ticles of matter which constituted the body 
at death shall be raised up; hence, if only a 
few particles, nay, if one particle is in the 
grave at the time of the general resurrection, 
it may be, and doubtless will be, a sufficient 
basis for the resurrection body. Only a small 
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portion of Adam’s body was used in forming 
that of Eve, yet the body of Eve was a prod- 
uct of Adam’s body—a body formed out 
of his. In other words, may not the ger- 
minal body, which is to be raised, have as 
complete an existence in the grave as our 
persons had in Adam when he, as the federal 
head, represented us? Seminally, we existed 
in him, though undeveloped; and in a way 
somewhat similar, may not the basis of our 
resurrection bodies exist in the grave? 

If the foregoing be true, where is the great 
difficulty that infidelity professes to find in 
reference to the resurrection of the identical 
body? Like all their other arguments, it 
vanishes into smoke! 

On the subject of the resurrection of the 
identical body, the Scriptures are clear and 
emphatic. The Greek word, a-nas-ta-sis, 
translated resurrection, means a making to 
stand or rise up, a restoration, an awakening ; 
and the Latin verb from which our English 
word resurrection is derived, is re-sur-go, and 
means to rise again, to appear again. The 
derivation of the word, therefore, shows 
conclusively that it means the “standing up” 
of the same thing that was laid down, or the 
‘appearing again” of the same thing that 
once existed. Let us see if this is not so. 
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‘And I saw the dead, small and great, stand 
before God.” No one can be at a loss to 
understand the purport of this language: it 
was the “dead” that did “stand” before 
God. Again, “All that are in the graves 
shall hear his voice, and shall come forth.” 
Who are they that are to “come forth?” 
Answer: ‘“ All that are in the graves.” <Ac- 
cording to Paul, it is the body which is “ sown 
in corruption,” that is to be “raised in incor- — 
ruption ;” that which is ‘“ sown in dishonor,” 
is to be “raised in glory;” the same that is 
“sown in weakness,’ is .to be “raised in 
power;” that body which is “sown a natural 
body,” the same, and not another, is to be 
“raised a spiritual body.’ We might thus 
analyze every passage of Scripture which 
treats of the resurrection, and in every case 
we would find that the only interpretation 
which can possibly stand the test, is that 
which is based upon the idea that the body 
which is raised up, is the body that was 
buried. In all the actual cases recorded in 
the Bible it was so—so with Lazarus, so with 
Christ. Some, perhaps, are ready to say it 
could not be otherwise with Lazarus and the 
Saviour, for they had been dead only a short 
time. Still, as the record shows, the body 
of the former was decomposed. (See John 
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x1. 89.) But granting, for the sake of argu- 
ment, that the point is well taken, yet what 
will we do with the “many bodies” that 
arose when the Saviour died? (See Matt. 
xxvil. 52.) How long had these bodies been 
dead? So far as the record shows, they may 
have been dead hundreds of years. But in 
every case a point is made by the sacred 
penmen which must not be overlooked: that 
which arose came out of the grave, thereby 
showing that it was that which was buried 
that rose again. The argument could be 
greatly extended, but surely enough has been 
said to prove that it is the buried body that 
constitutes the resurrection body. 

(6) It will be incorruptible and immortal. 

In the present state the body is liable to 
dissolution, and contains within itself the 
principles of decay. It is subject to acute 
and chronic diseases, by which life is suddenly 
or slowly extinguished. But, in the future 
state, it will be sound and healthy, nor will 
it be subject to pain, disease, and death. 
Thousands in this life are confined to beds 
of affliction, and scarcely know the blessings 
of health. Not so with the resurrection 
body. “There shall be no more death, 
neither sorrow, nor crying, nor any more 
pain.” (Rev. xxi. 4.) 
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(ec) The bodies of the saints will be a glo- 
rious body. 

There is no doubt that, in symmetry, 
beauty, and dignity, the body will then be 
perfect. It will be finished after the highest 
pattern in the universe—the glorified body 
of Christ. Of all the visible works of God, 
the most exquisite will be the bodies which 
his own Son has redeemed with his precious 
blood. (See Matt. xvni. 1, 2.) 

(d) It will also be a spiritual body. 

It may occur to some that a spiritual body 
is a contradiction, but Paul says it will be so, 
and he knew. Then, no difference whether 
we can understand it or not, it is a fact of 
revelation, and we should implicitly believe 
it. As to its properties, we, of course, can 
scarcely have a conception; still we know 
that it will be just such a body as will be 
adapted to its new relations. (See 1 Cor. 
Xv. 90.) : 

Some have entertained the idea that, before 
the general resurrection, there will be a partial 
one of the saints or of the martyrs. This 
behef is founded upon the following passage 
of Scripture: “ And I saw thrones, and they 
that sat upon them, and judgment was given 
unto them; and I saw the souls of them that 
were beheaded for the witness of Jesus, and 
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for the word of God, and whien had not 
worshiped the beast, neither his image, 
neither had received his mark upon their 
foreheads, or in their hands; and they lived 
a thousand years. But the rest of the dead 
lived not again until the thousand years were 
finished. This is. the first resurrection.” 
(Rev. xx. 4,5.) From this passage is inferred 
the personal reign -of Christ on earth for a 
thousand years; and those who so believe are 
ealled Millewarians. The theory, however, 
is evidently built upon a wrong interpretation 
of the passage. ‘The idea intended to be 
coaveyed is that of a spiritual resurrection— 
a resurrection of the cause for which the 
martyrs died. This must be true, for John 
speaks not of the bodies but the souls of those 
who had been slain. 

(3) Why the body is raised up. 

On this point the Seriptures are neither full 
nor specific. Still, with the aid of the gen- 
eral teachings of the Bible, we may venture 
to assign a few reasons in brief. 

(a) Our bodies are a part of our persons. 

A redemption which does not embrace the 
whole man, soul and body, would not be a 
complete redemption. _ But the Scriptures 
assure us of the “redemption of our body.” 
(See Rom. viil. 23.) 
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_ (6). Our bodies to a great extent participate 
in the.acts of the soul. 

This being true, we see a good reason why 
they should be identified with the soul in its 
awards in the world to come. 

(c) By the reunion of soul and body, the 
person will be prepared to enjoy more and 
suffer more than he otherwise would. 

The righteous hereby will be completely 
redeemed from the eftects of sin, and the 
wicked will be brought entirely under its 
dominion, and be compelled to endure its 
evils. Besides, in consequence of the con- 
nection of soul and body, a person is capable 
of virtues and vices of which the soul alone 
cannot be. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXIII. 


QvuEsTion 1. What can you say as to the doctrine of 
the resurrection of the body ? 

2. What was taught in regard to the soul? 

3. When originated the idea of the resurrection of 
the body? Explain in full that it is a doctrine of revela- 
tion only. : 

4. Is there any proof from analogy ? 

5. What is the first point of inquiry ? 

6. (a) Give proof of the resurrection of the body 
from the Old Testament. Quote the scriptures referred 
to. 

7. Did the Jews believe in the resurrection of the 
body? Prove it. 

8. (b) Give the proof from the New Testament. Give 
the scriptures quoted. 

9. Give Paul’s argument. First. Second. Third. 
Fourth. Fifth. Sixth. Seventh. Explain in full. 

10. What is the second point of inquiry ? 

11. (a) Prove that it will be the identical body that 
was laid in the grave. Give the objections, and then 
answer them. Explain in full. Give the scriptures 
which are quoted. 

12. (b) Show that the body will be incorruptible and 


immortal. 
(411) 
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13. (c) Prove that it will be a glorious body. 

14. (d) Show that it will be a spiritual body. 

15. Is it probable that there will be a partial resurrec- 
tion before the general? Show why not. 

16. What of the personal reign of Christ? 

17. -What is the third point of inquiry? (a) Our 
bodies part of our persons. (b) Our bodies to a great 
extent participate in the acts of the soul. (c) By reunion 
of soul and body we can enjoy more and suffer more. 

18. Can you now give a synopsis of the arguments on 
each of the three general topics of this chapter? 


CHAPTER XXIV. 
THE FINAL JUDGMENT, 


One of the most deeply solemn truths that 
ean engage the thoughts of man, is the final 
judgment. . Every fact, however, which tends 
to establish the existence of a moral govern- 
ment in the world, affords positive proof of a 
future retribution in which the inequalities 
of the present administration will be adjusted. 

(1) The evidences of the fact that there will be 
a general judgment. | 

The arguments upon this point may be pre- 
sented under the following heads: 

(4) From the attributes of God. 

All who believe that there is a God, must 
admit that he is infinite in all of his perfec- 
tions. But, unless we recognize the fact that 
there will come a time when men shall be 
rewarded “according to their works,” we will 
not be able to reconcile the allotments of this 
life with the principles of a righteous admin- 
istration Were we to deny that justice is an 

| (413) 
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essential attribute of God, we would divest 
him of all moral excellence. But we find 
that, at present, justice is “meted out” only 
in part. Those whom we call good are fre- 
quently left to struggle with poverty, and pine 
in affliction, while bold transgressors of the 
laws of God and man, often pass their days 
in peace and affluence. Many crimes are 
secret—unknown to all but the guilty, and, 
of public crimes, the authors are not always 
discovered, or they escape from justice by 
flight, or, what is worst of all, they frequently 
evade the penalty due to their iniquities by 
perjury and bribery. Now, can such thmgs 
be reconciled with the justice of God? If 
we deny the righteous awards of a future 
judgment, it is impossible. Admitting that, 
in this life, the good, to some extent, have 
their reward, and that the vicious are fre- 
quently overtaken with condign punishment, 
yet so long as there is a solitary exception in 
the case of either class, the justice of God 
must demand a hereafter to adjust these 
things. Is there not a recompense for a Job 
in affliction, for a Lazarus in poverty, for a 
John Bunyan in prison, and for a Christian 
martyr at the stake? It is true, in a few in- 
stances, a Haman may be “hanged on the 
gallows he prepared for Mordecai,” and a 
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Herod may be “eaten of worms,” but while 
there remains one instance of sin unpunished 
in this life, the sword of justice must point to 
the “judgment of the last day,” where every 
secret sin will be fully disclosed and duly 
punished. 

(6) From the voice of conscience. 

There is no man that is worthy of belief, 
who will not admit that there is within his 
breast a silent monitor which whispers to 
him that, 


“Tis not all of life to live, 
Nor all of death to die.” 


In this way, ‘conscience does make cow- 
ards of us all.” This witness, too, we find 
everywhere, both in »Pagan and Christian 
lands. Its “line has gone out through all the 
earth,’ and its voice ‘“‘to the end of. the 
world.” How often, at the hour of midnight, 
does this monitor “shake its gory locks” in 
the face of the sleepless assassin, and tell him 
that, though he may escape the wrath of men, 
he cannot escape the wrath of God? Why 
did the knees of the Chaldean monarch 
“smite together” when he saw the “hand- 
writing upon the wall”? Why, too, did a 
wicked Felix “tremble,” when he heard Paul 
reasoning about a “judgment to come’? 
There is but one answer to all these ques 
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tions—men feel and know that “after death 
comes the judgment”—a tribunal of equity 
from which it is impossible to escape. 

(c) From the fact that a man’s deeds are 
not fully developed during his natural life. 

A great poet has said: 


“The evil which men do lives after them, 
The good is oft interred with their bones.” 


The first assertion is true, the latter is not. 
Acts, whether good or bad, are immortal— 
live forever. The pernicious writings of Vol- 
taire, Hume, Bolingbroke, etc., are still 
poisoning the minds of youth, and will con- 
tinue to do so as long as they exist and are 
read. On the other hand, the writings of 
Paul, Baxter, Doddridge, ete., will continue 
to bless the world to the latest generations. 
In this world, therefore, it is impossible for us 
to know just how much good and just how 
much evil any man accomplishes, and, unless 
there is a time coming when all these things 
will be revealed, we never can know. But, 
without this knowledge, we would fail to see 
the justice of God in meting out rewards 
and punishments, nor could God “ vindicate 
his ways to man,” except by a full exhibition 
of the entire effects of every man’s life. This, 
of course, can be done only at the end of the 
world, therefore we see a good and sufficient 
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reason why a general judgment must take 
place when “time shall be no more.” 

(¢7) From the positive declarations of 
Scripture. 

Both the Old and New Testaments abound 
in passages which prove beyond the possibility 
of a doubt that there will be a general judg- 
ment, but we will give only two from each. 
“Our God shall come, and shall not keep 
silence; a fire shall devour before him, and it 
shall be very tempestuous round about him. 
He shall call to the heavens from above, and 
to the earth, that he may judge lis people.” 
(Ps. |. 3, 4.) “For God shall bring every 
work into judgment, with every secret thing, 
whether it be good, or whether it be evil.” 
(Keel. xi. 14.) “For we shall all stand before 
the judgment-seat of Christ.” (Rom. xiv. 10.) 
“Because he hath appointed a day in the 
which he will judge the world in righteous- 
ness, by that man whom he hath ordained; 
whereof he hath given assurance unto all 
men, in that he hath raised him from the 
Peace Acts xvi. 31.) {See Hecl.: xi. 9i) 
(See Dan. vii. 9,10.) (See Matt. xxv. 31, 82.) 
(See Heb. ix. 27.) (See Rev. xx. 12.) 

(2) The time when it is to occur. 

The time of the general judgment is a 
secret which God has reserved to himself, 


a 
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“Of that day and hour knoweth no man, no, 
not the angels of heaven.” (Matt. xxiv. 36.) 
Though no mortal can even approximate the 
time when this event is to occur, yet, from the 
teachings of the Scriptures, we feel authorized 
to say that the time is quite remute. There 
is a long series of prophecies which must be 
fulfilled before the coming of Christ, and by 
the details of which ages will be consumed. 
Moreover, the gospel is to be preached to all 
nations before “that great and notable day.” 
(See Matt. xxiv. 14.) In addition to the two 
items mentioned, the Jews are to be converted, 
and the millennium, or the thousand years of 
Christ’s spiritual reign upon earth, must take 
place. 

As to the duration of the judgment we 
know but little. It is true, it is called a day, 
but, as we have seen elsewhere, the word day, 
as used in the Scriptures, is often very indefi- 
nite. There is no doubt that the Judge could 
in a moment separate the righteous from the 
wicked, and having then passed sentence upon 
them, send them immediately away to their 
respective abodes; but we cannot conceive 
that this summary process would answer the 
end of the judgment, which we think is not 
simply to reward the good, and punish the 
vile, but to display the justice of God in each 
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particular case. If, therefore, our idea is cor- 
rect, a natural day would seem too short for 
the disclosure of so many secrets, the correc- 
tion of so many apparent irregularities, the 
solution of so many perplexities, and the 
determination of so many cases. But, to a 
great extent, this is speculation, and it would, 
perhaps, be best to desist. 

(3) The person who is to officiate as judge. 

On this point, we are not left in doubt. 
“The Father judgeth no man, but hath com- 
mitted all judgment to the Son.” (John vy. 
22.) (See also Acts xvii. 31.) There is great 
propriety in this appointment, as is evident 
from the following considerations: 

(a) Jesus Christ is man’s creator. 

(See Johni.1-8. Heb.i.3; xi.2. Col. i. 16.) 

(b) He knows all things. 

(See Col. i. 8. 1 Cor. i. 24. Matt. ix. 4; 
xii. 25.) | 

(c) He is good. 

(See John i. 47. Acts x. 38.) 

(dq) He is just and true—not vindictive; 
nor can he be bribed. 

_ (See Heb. iv. 15. 1 John ii. 1.) 

In brief, it is proper that the promises 
which Christ made, and the threatenings 
which he denounced, should be carried into 
effect by himself; that, from his hand, those 
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who had ‘submitted to his teachings should 
receive their reward, and those who had been 
disobedient should receive their punishment. 

(4) Those who are to be judged. 

On this point, too, the Bible is explicit. 
“For we shall all stand before the judgment- 
seat of Christ.” (Rom. xiv. 10.) (See also — 
Heb. ix. 27. Acts-xvii. 31. John v. 28, 29) 

All, then, are to be judged—all ranks and 
conditions. Jews and Gentiles, Mohamme- 
dans and Christians, the learned and the 
unlearned, the bond and the free, the high 
and the low, the rich and the poor, will all 
stand before that “great white throne,” and 
there hear their doom. Not one of the right- 
eous shall be forgotten, and not one of the 
wicked shall find a hiding place. 

The Scriptures also teach that fallen angels 
will there be judged. (See 2 Pet. ii. 4. Jude 6.) 

(5) Some of the circumstances connected with 
that particular day. 

(a) It will be a great day. 

It is the day for which all others were 
made—the greatest day in the annals of time. 
For this reason it is spoken of in the Bible as 
“the day,” “that day.” 

(b) It will be a day of the Lord. 

(See 2 Pet. i11.10.) Christ will then appear 
in his glory. On that day, when they behold 
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the Judge, they will no longer question his 
divinity, nor his humanity, nor his authority. 
He will then not only be acknowledged, but 
erowned “ Lord of all.” 

(c) It will be a last day. It is so called by 
Christ himself. (See John vi. 39, 40.) After 
it, time will be no longer. Duration will no 
longer be measured by seconds, minutes, 
hours, days, months, years, centuries, cycles ; 
but all will be boundless, shoreless, fathomless, 
unmeasured eternity. 

(d) It will be a day of separation. 

The precious and the vile, the wheat and 
the tares, the sheep. and the goats, the right- 
eous and the unrighteous, shall no longer mix 
and mingle together. The separation, too, 
shall be for ever and ever. 

(e) It will be a day of decision. 

The tribunal of Christ is the court of last 
resort. Causes and destinies will be inquired 
into no more. Saved that day, saved forever. 
Lost that day, lost forever. Holy. that day, 
holy for ever. Filthy that day, filthy for 
ever. 

(f) It will be a day of despair to all sinful 
creatures. 

After the decisions of that day, the last 
hope will be gone forever from fallen angels 
and incorrigible’ men. Kverywhere sinners 
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will be crying to the rocks and the mountains; 
“Fall on us and hide us from the face of him 
that sitteth on the throne, and from the wrath 
of the Lamb.” 

-(g) To the Christian, it will be a day of 
triumph. 

-The saved will fill the heavens with their 
peals of exultation. At his ascension from 
Olivet the Redeemer went up with a shout; 
and he will come to judgment with a shout. 
(See Ps. xlvi. 5. 1 Thess.iv. 5.) When the 
Israelites brought the ark of the covenant 
into their camp, ‘‘they shouted with a great 
shout.” But when “the multitude, which 
no man can number,” shall receive the 
“welcome” from the Saviour’s lips, O what a 
shout of joy will shake the earth and rend 
the skies! : 

(6) Lhe manner of the judgment. 

The record is that this vast assembly shall 
be judged “in righteousness.” No injustice 
will be done, and even the condemned will 
have nothing to allege against the equity of 
their doom. Every mouth shall be stopped. 
‘The evidence will be full, and the record com- 
plete. For “the books shall be opened.” 

(a) The volume of nature. 

This book shows forth the eternal power 
and Godhead of the Most High. Its lessons 
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are taught everywhere. ‘There is no speech 
nor language where their voice is not heard.” 
(ie X1X.3.) 

(6) The book of providence. 

God’s mercies have been new to sinners 
every morning and every evening. And in 
that book ten thousand providences will be 
called up, which should have led them to 
repentance. 

(c) The book of conscience. 

In ways past numbering, that faithful mon- 
itor has urged the sinner to flee the wrath to 
come. How tender, too, have been its plead- 
ings! 

(d) The book of Holy Scripture. 

The promises and invitations from that 
book will be read. There will then be no 
infidels. All of them will believe that book, 
and all of them will be judged by it. “He 
that rejecteth me and receiveth not my words, 
hath one that judgeth him: the word that I 
have spoken, the same shall judge him in the 
last day.” (John xii. 48.) 

(e) The book of remembrance. 

The records of this book will be full, mi- 
nute, infallible; embracing thoughts, words, 
deeds—yea, also the songs heard, the prayers 
offered, the sermons delivered, and the admo- 
nitions given. What a record will this be! 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXIV. 


Question 1. What of the final judgment ? 

2. What is the first general point of inquiry ? 

3. (a) Show that the attributes of God require a gen- 
eral judgment. Explain in full. Also illustrate. 

4. (b) Show the same from the voice of conscience. 
Explain. 

5. (c) From the fact that a man’s deeds are not fully 
developed in this life. Explain in full. 

6. (d) From the positive teachings of Scripture. Give 
Scripture proof. 

7. What is the second point ? 

8. When is it to occur? 

9. How long is it to continue? 

10. What is the third point? 

11. Prove that Christ is to be the judge. 

12. Show why he ought to be the judge. (a) He is 
man’s creator. (b) He knowsallthings. (c) He isgood. 
(d) He is just. 

13. What is the fourth point of inquiry? Give the 
Scripture proof. 

14. What is the fifth point. 

15. (a) Prove that it will be a great day. 

16. (b) A day of the Lord. 
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17. (c) A last day. 
18. (d) A day of separation. 
19. (e) A day of decision. 
20. (f) A day of despair. 
. (g) A day of triumph to the Christian. 
. What is the sixth point? 
. From what are we to be judged? (a) Book of 
nature. (b) Book of providence. (¢) Book of con- 
science. (d) Book of holy Scripture. (e) Book of re- 
membrance. 

24. Can you give a synopsis of the whole argument 
upon this subject ? 
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CHAPTER XXV. 
FUTURE HAPPINESS OF THE SAINTS. 


Aut religions have a heaven—a place of 
bliss beyond the “valley of death.” But the 
Christian’s heaven is the only one that can 
satisfy the cravings of the immortal soul. 
Just what that is, in every particular, we do 
not know; nor can it be fully known, except 
by experience. Paul says: “Hye hath not 
seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into 
the heart of man, the things which God hath 
prepared for them that love him.” (1 Cor. 
11.19.) And, in confirmation of the same 
truth, John asserts, “It doth not yet appear 
what we shall be; but we know that when 
he shall appear, we shall be like him; for we 
shall see him as he is.” (1 John ili. 2.) But, 
though our knowledge of heaven is imper- 
fect, still there are several points of thrilling 
interest clearly revealed to us in the Script- 
ures in reference to this blessed abode, con- 
cerning which we may speak with confidence. 

(1)* Dhewplacentself. 

The Greek word ou-ran-os, which we trans- 
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late heaven, is used in three senses. First. 
The upper air, where the birds fly and the 
clouds move. (See Matt. vill. 20; xxiv. 30.) 
Second. The region in which the stars revolve. 
(See Acts vii. 42; Heb. xi. 12.) Third. The 
abode of Christ’s human nature, the scene of 
the special manifestations of Divine glory, 
and the eternal blessedness of the saints. 
(See Heb. ix. 24; 1 Peter ii. 22.) The latter 
is sometimes called the “third heaven.” (See 
2 Cor. xii. 2.) | 

That heaven, the home of the saints, is a 
fixed abode—a place—is evident from the 
following considerations: 

(a) From the names given it in the Scriptures. 

It is called ‘ paradise” (Luke xxiii. 48) ; “a 
building and mansion of God” (2 Cor. v. 1); 
2a city’ (Heb. xi. 10); “a better country ” 
(Heb. xi. 16) ; “an inheritance” (Acts xx. 82) ; 
‘a kingdom” (Matt. xxv. 34). It is also said 
foehave: “walls .and .‘.gates;’*..and the 
blessed, it is said, “sit down with Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob.” | 

(0) From the fact that it is the home of the 
saints—soul and body. 
_ The bodies of Enoch, Elijah, and Christ 
still exist, but they could not exist without a 
place. The same may be said of the souls of 
all the good who have died. And where, it 
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may be asked, will the souls and bodies of all 
the saints exist after the resurrection ? 

(c) From the positive declaration of Script- 
ure. 

The Saviour himself said: “In my Father’s 
house are many mansions: if it were not so, 
I would have told you. I go to prepare a 
place for you. And if L go-and- prepares 
place for you, I will come again, and receive 
you to myself; that where I am, there ye may 
be also.” (John xiv. 2, 3.) 


This single passage is sufficient to prove 
that heaven is a place; and in no other way 
can it possibly be interpreted. Indeed, every 
Scripture-reference to heaven, clearly conveys 
the idea of a place—a fixed abode. 

In connection with this point, it is not out 
of place to notice briefly a position assumed 
by some in reference to the state or condition 
of the soul between death and the resurrec- 
tion. They maintain that the soul, from the 
time of the death of the body to the general 
resurrection, goes into what they call an 
‘intermediate state,’ and there remains in a 
dormant condition—perfectly unconscious. 
In this state, they maintain that all souls, 
holy and unholy, until the resurrection, will 
remain entirely inactive, being neither happy 
nor miserable. 
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The foregoing theory is in direct conflict 
with the plain and positive teaching of Script- 
ure. When Stephen said with his dying 
breath, ‘“ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit,’ he 
certainly supposed that his soul should imme- 
diately pass into the presence of his Saviour. 
(See Acts vii. 59.) Our Lord’s promise to 
the penitent thief, “To-day thou shalt be 
with me in paradise,” implies, if language 
has meaning, that before that day was gone, 
his soul should be in the same place with the 
soul of Christ, and should enjoy the blessed- 
ness which “ paradise” suggests. (See Luke 
xxi. 48.) When Paul said, “ For we know 
that, if our earthy house of this tabernacle 
were dissolved, we have a building of God,” 
etc., he certainly meant that as soon as his 
body died, his spirit would enter that ‘ build- 
ing of God”—meant just what he did when 
he further declared that he had a “desire to 
‘depart and be with Christ.” (See 2 Cor. v.1; 
Phil. i. 28.) In perfect accord with the fore- 
going, too, is the history of the rich man and 
Lazarus. One, as soon as he died, went to 
heaven; the other, immediately to hell. So 
of all of those passages which speak of the 
spirits of just men made perfect; of the souls 
of the martyrs as alive, and of the departed 
saints as assembled in heaven and engaged 
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in the worship of God. The truth is, there 
is no foundation in the word of God for the 
“dormant, intermediate state.” 

Somewhat akin to the theory which we 
have just been considering, is the doctrine of 
“ Purgatory,” held by the Roman Catholic 
Chureh. According to that Church, the soul 
goes, at the death of the body, to a place 
where, by the action of fire, it is purified 
from the stains of sin, which had not been 
removed during the present life. While in 
that state, as the Church teaches, the soul, 
through the efficacy of the prayers and 
masses of the priest, may be absolved from 
sin and prepared for the bliss of heaven. 
Therefore, with an audacity unpardonable, 
the Pope and his subordinate officials, for the 
sake of “filthy luere,’ will deal out “the 
satisfaction of Jesus Christ, and surplus satis- 
faction of the saints who have suffered more 
than their sins deserved,” for the benefit of 
the living and the dead! By this nefarious 
dulusion, vast sums of money have been 
obtained, and rich endowments have been 
founded, to secure the prayers and masses 
of the priests; and such was the influence 
of these “false guides” in past ages, that, 
if the civil power had not arrested their 
progress, they would have engrossed the 
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greater part of the property of Christen- 
dom. 

It is unnecessary to consume time in refut- 
ing a doctrine which refutes itself—a doctrine 
which is both abhorrent and impious to God 
and man! Suflice it to say, it was conceived 
in sin and brought forth in iniquity. 

(2) The bliss of heaven. 

The blessedness of heaven embraces the 
following particulars : 

(a) It is a complete deliverance from sin. 

While in this world, sin mars our happiness. 
Even the very best Christian, like Paul, is 
constrained to ery out, “O wretched man 
that I am! who shall deliver me from the 
body of this death?” But, in heaven, the 
soul will be free from sin itself, and from all 
its evil consequences, physical, moral, and 
social. (See Rev. vii. 16, 17; xxi. 4, 27.) 

(0) Freedorn from all ae 

This world is a place of sorrow, disease, 
and death. In every nation and in every 
family this has been found true. Some, like 
Lazarus, seemed to be doomed to poverty and 
suffering. Job says, “Man that is born of 
woman is of few days and full of trouble; 
and such, too, accords with the experience 
of the whole human family, with here and 
there a few apparent exceptions. But in that 
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bright world there is no suffering; for of 
“the maimed and halt,’ in this life, it can be 
truly said, when they reach that peaceful 
shore, “the blind receive their sight, and the 
Jame walk, the lepers are cleansed, and the 
deaf hear.” (Matt. xi. 5.) 

(c) Exemption from the fear of death. 

To almost every one death has its terrors. 
Very few can contemplate it without shrink- 
ing. We instinctively dread the contest with 
the monster—dread suffering, dread the 
grave. But, in that blissful land, there is no 
such fear, for John, in speaking of it, says, 
“There shall be no more death.” (Rev. xxi. 4.) 

(d) A realization of all the ecstatic joys of 
that bright world. 

We know not just what they will be, but 
we do know that they will fill the soul to its 
utmost capacity. Every want will be sup- 
plied. There is the tree of life for the 
healing of the nations, and there, too, is the 
river of water, “clear as crystal, proceeding 
out of the throne of God and of the Lamb.” 
(See Rev. xxi. 1-5.) 

It is often asked, Will there be different 
degrees of enjoyment in heaven? The ques- 
tion is a very natural one, and, according to 
our opinion of the teaching of Scripture, it 
should be answered in the affirmative. Those 
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who take the opposite view tell us that all 
the saints are clothed with the righteousness 
of Christ, and being equal in this respect, 
have a title to an equal reward; that they all 
stand in the same relation to God, as his 
children, and will, therefore, receive the same 
inheritanee; that our Saviour has promised 
to all a kingdom, and has said that they shall 
all shine forth as the sun: from which facts, 
they contend, there cannot be difterent 
degrees of enjoyment among the saints. On 
the other hand, it can be answered, and 
truthfully, too, that, while all will be perfectly 
happy, some will be much more capacious 
than others. Vessels of different sizes may 
all be fuli; but, of course, the large ones 
contain more than the small ones. If there 
is not a difference in degrees of enjoyment, 
then it would be a difficult matter to explain 
the parable of the “talents,” and also the 
declaration of Paul, that “he who soweth 
sparingly, shall reap also sparingly; and he 
who soweth bountifully, shall reap also boun- 
janiy.. {See Matt. xxv. 15; 2 Cor..1x. 6.) 
Moreover, unless this be true, how can we 
explain the following passage, and many 
more of like import? “For the Son of man 
shall come in the glory of his Father with 
his angels; and then shall he reward every 
28 
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man according to his works.” (Matt. xvi. 27.) 
Surely some work more than others; their 
reward, therefore, will be greater. 

(3) Lhe employments of the saints. 

In reference to these employments, our 
largest conceptions must necessarily be 
imperfect, but we have good reasons foi 
believing that they will be something like the 
following: 

(a) Pure and holy worship. 

In this life, “sin is mixed with all we do.” 
The best service of our hearts and hands, in 
our present state, is unsatisfactory even -to 
ourselves. But, in the upper sanctuary, it 
will be different. John, while in Patmos, 
had a vision of the heavenly worshipers, and 
he heard them exclaiming, “ Holy, holy, 
holy, Lord God Almighty, which was, and is, 
and is to come;” and also giving “honor 
and thanks to him that sat on the throne, 
who liveth forever and ever.” He heard the 
“four and twenty elders” singing before the 
throne a “new song, saying, Thou art worthy 
to take the book and to open the seals 
thereof; for thou wast slain, and _ hast 
redeemed us to God by thy blood, out of 
every kindred, and tongue, and people, and 
nation; and hast made us unto our God 
kings and priests.” Ife also “ heard the voice 


FUTURE HAPPINESS OF THE SAINTS. 436 


of harpers harping upon their harps,” and 
they sung “a new song,” which “no man 
could learn” but “the hundred and forty 
and four thousand which were redeemed 
from the earth.” 

(6) A study of God’s works. 

The mind of man is essentially active, and 
that its wants may be met, it must be ever 
increasing in knowledge. As a finite creat- 
ure, man can know God only mediately ; 7. e., 
through his works—works in the broadest 
sense of the term. In heaven, therefore, God 
will continue to teach him through the same 
medium. We learn much here from our 
earthly instructors, but O what advance the 
mind will make when that great Demonstrator 
becomes our teacher! The vast universe, 
embracing matter and spirit, will be the 
subject-matter of his instruction; and how 
easy it will be, with his assistance, “ to com- 
prehend with all saints what is the breadth, 
and length, and depth, and height” of the 
mysteries which will be unfolded to us. 

(c) A study of God’s book of providences. 

Here “we see through a glass, darkly; but 
then face to face: now we know in part; but 
then shall we know even as also we are 
Eeown. (1 Cor. xin. 12.) Things :which 
are now dark and incomprehensible, will be 
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fully explained. In brief, all the providences 
of God will be unfolded, and we shall see the 
wisdom and goodness of our Heavenly Father 
in the very things which now seem so incom- 
prehensible and severe—will realize a fuifill- 
ment of the promise, “Thou shalt know 
hereafter.” 

(d) A constant and never-ending develop- 
ment. 

The intellectual and moral powers will be 
ever expanding, and every successive hour 
will find the “redeemed” more and more 
like God. Free from sorrow and death, they 
shall mingle with the celestial around the 
throne of the Eternal. And while the pure 
hght of heaven shall pour upon their immor- 
tal visions, they shall feast forever upon the 
sublime unfoldings of providence and grace, 
and kindle with holy rapture as they con- 
template the perfections of him “who is 
above all, and through all, and in them all.” 

(4) The associations of heaven. 

The society of heaven will be a source of 
unspeakable happiness. 

(a) Jesus himself will be one of the most 
endearing in that association. 

Without a dimming veil, the saints shall 
‘see the King in his beauty,” and, casting 
crowns before the throne, they shall lift the 
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voice of praise, saying, “Thou art worthy, 
O Lord, to receive glory, and honor, and 
power; for thou hast created all things, and 
for thy pleasure they are and were created.” 
(Rev. iv. 11.) 

(6) Angels, too, will be the companions of 
the saints. 

Says the Apostle, “Ye are come unto 
Mount Sion, and unto the city of the living 
God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innu- 
merable company of angels, to the general 
assembly and church of the first born, which 
are written in heaven, and to God the Judge 
of all, and to the spirits of just men made 
perfect.” (Heb. xii. 22, 23.) 

_(e) The pious of all ages and countries. 

The record is, they ‘shall come from the 
east and west, and shall sit down with Abra- 
ham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom 
of heaven.” (Matt. vill. 11.) Ifa few moments 
on Mount Tabor, where Moses and Elijah 
talked with Jesus, so entranced the apostles, 
with what thrilling emotions must the souls 
of the redeemed be inspired, when on the 
eternal mount they shall listen to the sublime 
strains in which so many eloquent and 
immortal tongues shall comment upon the 
stupendous wonders of redemption. 

(d) The society of their own loved ones. | 
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There are a few who doubt the future 
recognition of saints. The reason assigned 
for so doing is, that if they know each other 
they will also know that many whom they 
tenderly loved are not there; and this knowl- 
edge, it is said, will have a tendency to make 
them unhappy. This objection to future 
recognition, however, does not weigh much, 
when we consider that the justice exhibited 
in condemning the wicked will be so manifest 
that no one would have it otherwise. The 
inhabitants of heaven are represented as 
adoring the Divine perfections when the 
vials of God’s wrath were poured out upon 
his enemies, and saying, “Thou art righteous, 
O Lord, because thou hast judged thus: true 
and righteous are thy judgments.” (Rev. 
XViD, re) 

_ On the contrary, the great majority of 
mankind believe that Christians will cer- 
tainly know each other in the heavenly state. 
For this belief the following reasons are 
given: 

. First. It is the general sentiment of the 
human race, independent of Bible teaching. 

The heathen all believe it. Their writings 
and their religious rites prove that they do, 
beyond the possibility of a doubt. Because 
of this belief, wives sacrifice themselves upon 
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the ‘funeral pyre” of their husbands. This 
sentiment, too, existed in the minds of the 
greatest poets and philosophers of heathen 
antiquity, among whom we may mention 
Homer, Socrates, and Plato. The doctrine is 
found not only in the teachings, but in the 
writings of those wise men. The Moham- 
medans, too, have embodied this doctrine as 
a fundamental article in their religious 
system. Nor can it be said that they are 
indebted to the Scriptures for their views 
upon this subject, because it is a fact well 
known that the author of the Koran adopted 
no sentiment from the Bible which did not 
accord with his own views. bh hes oe 

Second. It has ever been a cherished senti- 
ment ot Christendom—of those who have 
enjoyed the benefits of the Bible. 

The Jews, throughout their entire history, 
have maintained this doctrine. This is clearly 
shown in the case of Abraham, in desiring a 
burial place for his own dead. The sons of 
Heth offered him “the choice of their 
sepulchers,’” but he politely, yet positively, 
declined. Rather than separate his loved 
ones, even in the “city of the dead,” he said, 
“Hor as much money as it is worth ye shall 
give it me, for a possession of a burying-place 
amongst you.” (See Gen. xxiii.) And through- 
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out their entire history we have many expres- 
sions similar to the following: ‘ Gathered te 
their fathers.” 

It was not only a doctrine of the early 
Christian Church, but likewise of the Re- 
formers. Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, and 
others of that class, all held decided and 
pronounced sentiments upon this subject. 
Luther said, “ We will know father, mother, 
and one another, on sight, when we get to 
heaven.” Melanchthon, when he was dying, 
said to a dear friend, “Our friendship will be 
cultivated and perpetuated in another world.” 
Calvin, on parting with a dying friend, said, 
“God bless you, best and noblest brother; 
and if you are permitted still longer to live, 
forget not the tie that binds us, which will be 
just as agreeable to us in heaven as it has 
been on earth.” | ; 

Ata later period, we find similar utterances 
from Baxter, Doddridge, Bunyan, Newton, 
Hall, Edwards, etc., etc., but we have not 
space to give them. 

What an array of evidence do we thus find 
in behalf of future recognition! The belief, 
as we have seen, is confined to no country, 
to no age, to no religion, to no denomination. 
In brief, it is one of those grand universal 
ideas of which we have had frequent occasion 
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to speak in discussing other topics in this 
little book. And where, we ask, is there a 
universal idea that is not true? Where are 
the universal hopes and fears that are ground- 
less? Where is there an idea that is common 
to Heathen, Mohammedan, Jew, and Chris- 
tian, that is not founded in truth? There is 
none. 

Third. The Scriptures clearly teach the 
doctrine of future recognition. 

At the “ transfiguration,” the three apostles 
recognized Moses and Elijah, whom they had 
never seen before. (See Matt. xvii. 1-4.) 
Christ also represents the redeemed of all 
nations as “sitting down’? with Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven. 
(See Luke xiii. 28-30.) This language cer-.- 
tainly conveys the idea of acquaintanceship, 
and in no other way can it properly be inter- 
preted. Again, Paul speaks of those whom 
he had instrumentally saved as “his joy and 
crown,” not only in this world but in “the 
day of the Lord Jesus.” (See 1 Cor. 1. 14; 
Pit, ay... ; 1 Thess. 11. 19.) - Now, how could 
they be “his joy and crown” in the future 
state, unless there was to be a mutual recog- 
nition between him and them?  Further- 
more, when the rich man died, “he saw 
Abraham afar off, and Lazarus in his bosom.” 
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Abraham calls him ‘son,’ thus recognizing 
him as a Hebrew. He also reminds him of 
the “good things’? which he enjoyed: on 
earth. This is certainly a strong case—a lost 
spirit in Tophet recognizing lage ‘in the 
“bosom” of Abraham; and Abraham know- 
ing the rich man, not only on earth but in 
hell! Some, perhaps, may attempt to destroy — 
the force of this narrative by saying it is a 
parable. But what if it is? Is a parable 
intended to teach nothing? Is not the design 
of a parable to make revealed truth plainer 
than it otherwise could be made? That, 
therefore, which is its plainest meaning is its 
true meaning. 

Other scriptures might be introduced, but 
we have not the space. Those sohieh we 
have quoted are sufficient. If, however, the 
Bible were silent upon the subject, it would 
require very strong proof to convince any 
right-thinking person that we will know less 
in heaven than we do on earth! 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXV. 


QuESTION 1. Have all religions a-heaven ? 

2. What do we know of the Christian’s heaven ? 

3. What does Paul say of it? 

4, What is the first general point of inquiry ? 

5. Give the Greek word for heaven. 

6. Explain how it is used. 

7. Is heaven a place, a fixed abode? 

8. (a) Show from the names given to it that it is a 
place. Give scriptures. 

9. (b) Prove the same because it is the home of the 
saints—soul and body. 

10. (c) From the declarations of the Bible. Explain 
in full. 

11. What of the ‘intermediate state’? Show the 
absurdity of it. 

12. What of Purgatory? Explain the folly of sucha 
view. 

13. What is the second point? 

14. (a) Show that it is a deliverance from sin. 

15. (b) Freedom from all suffering. 

16. (c) Exemption from the fear of death. 

17. (d) A realization of the joys of heaven. 

18. Explain what is meant by different degrees in 
neaven. 
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What is the third point? 
(a) Show that it will be pure and holy worship. 


Give Scripture proof. 
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. (b) It will be the study of the works of God. 

. (c) Study of God’s providences. 

. (d) Constant development. 

. What is the fourth point? 

. (a) Jesus will be there. 

. (b) Angels our companions. 

. (c) The pious of all ages. 

. (d) The society of our own loved ones. 

. What of recognition in heaven? Give the proofs, 


Second, Third. Give the Scripture proof. 


CHAPTER XXVI. 


UC URE SP UAT S BME NT. 


Unpver this head we approach the most 
unpleasant topic in the wide range of the- 
ology—a subject of unmixed terror. The 
simple thought of misery after death strikes 
the soul with dread, but the reality, of course, 
will be almost infinitely worse. Indeed, so 
revolting is it to the human mind, that all 
the ingenuity of man has been called into 
requisition to modify or ‘explain away” the 
plain, positive declarations of the Bible upon 
this subject. 

In discussing the subject-matter involved, 
there are four points which claim our atten- 


tion. ae 
(1) The fact of a hell—the place itself. 

As to the locality of this abode of torment, 
we, of course, know nothing, for its location 
is not revealed in the Scriptures. But that 
there is such a place, is evident from the fol- 
lowing considerations : 

(a) All religionists recognize such a place. 

No system of religion can be found, how- 
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ever barbarous and uncultivated the people 
may be who adopt it, which does not embrace 
the idea of a place where the incorrigible are 
punished. The heathens have their tar-ta-ra, 
the place for “lost spirits,’ and the Moham- 
medans have their ‘‘seven apartments,’ into 
which the wicked fall as they attempt to cross 
the “bridge that is finer than a hair,’ and 
are there punished with ‘ most excruciating 
torments forever.” The sentiment or idea of 
such a place, therefore, is by no means pecu- 
liar to Christianity or the Bible. 

(6) The existence of evil spirits—fallen 
augels—shows that there is such a place. 

That there are such spirits, and that their 
“name is legion,’ no one who believes the 
Bible will deny. Such a spirit tempted our 
first parents, and the same spirit, too, tempted 
the blessed Saviour. But there are many 
such, as the Scriptures teach; and though 
we know nothing as to their “ shape or form,” 
yet we do know that they have personality. 
This is evident from a great many Scripture- 
passages, but we have time and space for 
only one. “And behold, they [the devils] 
cried out, saying, What have we to do with 
thee, Jesus, thou Son of God? Art thou 
come hither to torment us before the time? 
So the devils besought him, saying, If thou 


Sey 


FUTURE PUNISHMENT. 447 


cast us out, suffer us to go away into the herd 
of swine. And he said unto them, Go.- And 
when they came out, they went into the herd 
of. swine. (Matt. vill. 29, 31, 82.) 

In the foregoing passages we find as many 
as four personal attributes ascribed to these 
evil spirits. . 

First. They possessed and exercised the 
faculty of speech. 

Second. They were intelligent, for they 
knew Christ, and acknowledged his divinity 
by calling him the “Son of God.” 

Third. They were capable of an existence 
independent of men, for they were “cast 
out,’ and still existed. 

Fourth. They were accountable, and ex- 
pected to be judged and punished. This was 
evinced by the question, “ Art thou come to 
torment us before the time?” thus authoriz- 
ing the assertion of the apostle, “The devils 
believe and tremble.” 

If, then, they have a personality, they must 
exist somewhere—have an abode of their 
own; an abode, too, which is_ perfectly 
adapted to their nature. What sort of place 
must that be? Not a pure and holy place, 
of course, for that would not be suited to 
their fiendish nature. There must, then, be a 
place for them, and no other abode than 
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the hell described in the Bible would suit 
them. 

(c) The existence of disembodied spirits or 
souls of wicked men proves the same thing. 

In another chapter we have proved the 
immortality of the soul. The souls of the 
good have a place prepared for them, as we 
have seen elsewhere in this little book. Must 
not the souls of the wicked likewise have a 
fixed abode? They certainly exist, and if so, 
they exist somewhere. If not, how can we 
explain the language used in reference to 
Judas, “that he might go to his own place.” 
(Acts i. 25.). That “place” was not among 
men on earth, for he killed himself. Nor 
was it the grave, for that was no more “ his 
own place’ than it was the place of every. 
other dead man. The place, then, that Judas 
went to was the place of spirits, and wicked 
spirits, too, for he deserved no other, and 
really would have been satisfied in no other, 
Hence, there must be a place for the souls 
of wicked men; and, as in the ease of fallen 
angels, no place except that of “ the damned ” 
would be adapted to their natures. 

(d) The names by which hell is designated 
in the Scriptures, show that it is a place. 

It is called She-ol, Ha-des, Ge-hen-na, To- 
phet, etc. These names, of themselves, show 
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clearly that hell is a place. Sheol is a He- 
brew word, and frequently means the grave; 
but that it meant something more is evi- 
denced by the fact that the Jews had a very 
correct idea not only of a future state, but 
also of the sufferings to which the wicked 
would be subjected after death. Hades 13 a 
Greek word, and is used in the Septuagint to 
translate Sheol. (Compare Acts ii. 27, and 
Ps. xvi. 10.) It is used in the New Testament 
eleven times. (See Matt. xi. 23; xvi.18; Luke 
Beeler yi. 25s A cisait 2.511 Cor-xve.55+ 
Rev. 1.18; vi. 8; xx. 13,14.) In every case, 
except 1 Cor. xv. 55, where the more critical 
editions of the original substitute the word 
than-a-te in the place of Aa-de, the word hades 
is translated hell, and means the invisible 
world that is under the influence of Satan. 
Gehenna is a compound Hebrew word, 
expressed in Greek letters, signifying Valley 
of Hinnom. (See Josh xv. 8.) This valley 
was south of Jerusalem. Jlere was estab- 
lished the idolatrous worship of Moloch, to 
whom infants were burned in sacrifice. (See 
1 Kings xi. 7.) Afterward this place became 
the receptacle of all the filth of the city, and 
of the dead bodies of animals and of male- 
factors. To prevent this filth from producing 
pestilence in the city and surrounding coun- 
29 
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try, it was set on fire, and these fires were 
kept burning all the time; hence called To- 
phet, which means an abomination, a vomit. 
(See Jer. vii. 81.) By a natural figure of 
speech, therefore, this word was used to 
designate the place of final punishment, 
forcibly carrying with it the idea of pollution 
and misery. It is used twelve times in the 
New Testament, and always to signify the 
place of final torment. (See Matt. v. 22, 29, 
S03 x,.28; xvin. 9; xxii. 15, 33; > Mares 
43,47; Luke xii. 5; James iii. 6.) 

In brief, al/ the Scripture passages which 
speak of hell, proceed upon the idea that it 
is a place. 

(2) The nature of the punishment of the 
wicked. 

On this point, we must depend upon the 
Bible alone. It has been a disputed point as 
to whether or not the language employed in 
describing the sufferings of the damned 
should be construed literally or figuratively. 
But, for our own part, we have never been 
able to see what is to be lost or gained by the 
controversy. God cannot act with deception 
toward his creatures. His attributes wholly 
and forever preclude such a thought. Hence, 
if in describing the future punishment of the 
wicked, he has used figures of speech, they 
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cannot transcend the reality. If they did, 
then God would be chargeable with decep- 
tion, an idea too shocking to be entertained 
for a moment. 

In order that we may have a more correct. 
idea of the nature of future punishment, we 
give the following summary : 

(a) It implies banishment from God, and 
from everything that is good. 

‘¢ Depart from Mz,” will be the awful denun- 
. ciation. (See Matt. xxv. 41.) This implies 
everything that is terrible—the loss of all 
good, the loss of all bliss. It is the Joss of 
this life with all its blessings and comforts. 
But this is, as it were, comparatively nothing. 
The society of angels and of the bloodwashed 
saints is lost. The robes, the harps, the 
crowns of glory, are lost! Yea, and heaven 
itself is lost, and lost forever ! 

(6) It implies the direct infliction of pun- 
ishment. 

The idea is clearly conveyed by such 
expressions as these: “Flaming fire,” “a 
furnace of fire,” ‘everlasting fire,” “the fire 
that is not quenched,” ‘eternal fire,’ ‘the 
lake of fire,” “the lake of fire and brim- 
stone.” (See 2 Thess. i. 8; Matt. xiii. 42; 
xvill. 8; Mark ix. 44; Jude 7; Rev. xx. 15; 
xx. 10.) 
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(c) It implies deep: anguish and distress. 

This is indicated by such language as the 
following: “Their worm dieth not, and their 
fire is not quenched;” “there shall be wail- 
ing and gnashing of teeth;” “the rich man 
lifted up his eyes in hell, being in torment; ” 
‘shall be tormented with fire and brimstone 
in the presence of the holy angels, and in 
the presence of the Lamb.” (See Mark ix. 
14; Matt. xiii. 42; Luke xvi. 28, 24; Rev. 
xiv. 10.) 3 

(d) It is called the “second death.” 

To the sinner, one death is awful, but what 
of the second death—the death that never 
dies? Itis not the mere dissolution of the 
body, for that suffering, though severe, is 
soon over. But it is a death that has no 
termination; and the chief element of woe 
in that never-ending struggle is the wrath 
of God. “The Lord Jesus shall be revealed 
from heaven with his mighty angels, in 
flaming fire, taking vengeance on them that 
know not God, and that obey not the gospel 
of our Lord Jesus Christ.” (2 Thess. i. 7, 8.) 

(3) The duration of this punishment. 

According to the plain and positive teach- 
ing of the Bible, the souls of men, at the 
death of their bodies, will immediately enter 
into a state of happiness or misery, while the 
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body will sleep in the grave till the resurrec- 
tion; when soul and body will be reunited, and 
judged ‘according to the deeds done in the 
body,” and then be admitted to endless hap- 
piness or consigned to endless misery. 

Upon the question of the endless duration 
of the sinner’s punishment, there can be no 
difference of opinion among those who are 
willing to take the Scriptures as their guide. 
Indeed, the whole matter, looking at it from 
our stand-point, resolves itself into asking the 
question, Is the Bible true? But as there are 
those who profess to doubt that the wicked 
will be eternally punished, we give a brief 
summary of the argument in support of the 
doctrine. i 

(a) Nothing short of eternal punishment 
could satisfy the claims of justice. 

The law of God is infinite in its character, 
and its penalties must accord with the nature 
of that law. Human laws are finite; hence 
their penalties are finite. They are not bind- 
ing beyond the life of those for whom they 
were enacted; therefore their penalties can- 
not extend beyond the grave. Not so with 
God’s law; it is infinite in its demands. Its 
demand is perfect and perpetual obedience; its 
penalty is temporal and eternal death, especially 
the latter. No ronan in hig senses will say 
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that he can, within himself, meet the demands 
of that law; hence, he, or a substitute, must 
meet the penalty. Christ has met the penalty 
of the law, and faith in him secures to the 
believer a release from the demands of that 
law. But to the unbelieving sinner there is 
no release; the law in all of its demands is 
upon him. And, as he rejects the satisfaction 
made by Christ, the penalty, which is eternal 
death, must be met by him. Nothing short 
of this could satify the demands of justice. 

(6) The scripture-phrases used to describe 
the sufferings of the wicked, show that these 
sufferings are endless. 

The following are some of them: ‘“ Hver- 
lasting fire,” ‘eternal fire,” “their worm dieth 
not,” “the smoke of their torment ascendeth 
forever and ever,” ‘the bottomless pit,” etc., 
etc. Surely these phrases are without mean- 
ing if they do not teach, and forcibly teach, 
that the sufferings of the wicked are eternal. 

(c) The import of the words everlasting, 
eternal, always, forever, etc., teaches the same 
doctrine. 

These words are Greek, and they are ai-on, 
di-6-ni-os, ai-di-os, ete. And in the whole 
language there are not more emphatic words 
with which to express the idea of endless 
duration than these. Indeed, they are used 
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to express the endless duration of the future 
happiness of the saints, and the unending 
existence of God himself. If, therefore, the 
sufferings of the sinner may end, then the 
joys of the saints may end, and God himself 
may cease to exist! Comment is unnecessary. 

(d) The Sacred Scriptures positively assert 
that the sufferings of the finally impenitent 
shall have no end. 

It is unnecessary to array all the passages 
which so teach, therefore only a few will be 
given. 

‘It is better for thee to enter into life halt 
or maimed, rather than having two hands, or 
two feet, to be cast into everlasting fire.” 
(Matt. xiii. 8.) -“If thy hand offend. thee, 
cut it off: it is better for thee to enter into 
life maimed, than having two. hands to go 
into hell, into the fire that never shall be 
quenched; where their worm dieth not, and 
the fire is not quenched.” (Mark ix. 48, 44.) 
“ And the smoke of their torment ascendeth 
forever and ever; and they have no rest day 
nor night.’ (Rev. xiv. 11.) ‘“ Who shall be 
punished with everlasting destruction from 
the presence of the Lord, and from the glory 
Stents power.” (2 Thess. i. 9.) These are 
sufficient to show what the Bible teaches 
upon this subject, and no man, without a 
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willful perversion of language, can interpret 


them to mean anything else than that the 


punishments of hell last forever. 

(4) The objections which are urged to the doe- 
trine of the eternity of hell. 

The objectors may be divided into three 
classes. 

First. The Materialist, who teaches that the 
soul, like the body, is mortal, and that it 
ceases to exist when the body dies. Accord- 
ing to this theory, there can, of course, be no 
future punishment at all. The absurdity 
of materialism was shown in a_ previous 
chapter. 

Second. The Destructionist, who says that 
the punishment to which the wicked will be 
sentenced at the final judgment, will be anni- 
hilation. It is unnecessary to consume time 
in exposing this dogma. Suffice it to say, it 
has no foundation either in philosophy or 
Scripture, for, so far as we know, not a 
single thing that God has created has 
ever been annihilated, nor is there a single 
passage in the Bible that intimates, even 
remotely, the probability of the annihilation 
of the soul. 

Third. The Universalist, who teaches that 
all punishment for sin takes place in this life, 
and that the souls of all persons enter imme- 
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diately into a state of complete and endless 
happiness at death. 

This is by far the most numerous class, and 
the objections which they interpose to the 
doctrine of endless punishment will now be 
considered. 

(a) God has so constituted all things—cause 
and effect—as that every sin, or violation of 
law, has its own penalty in this life. 

“Remorse of conscience,’ it is said, is all 
that the violator of moral law suffers; and 
this, it is contended, “is sufficient penalty.” 
If this be true, then the more reckless a 
sinner becomes, the less he will sufter; for it 
is a fact which cannot be contradicted, that 
the natural tendency of crime is to harden or 
“sear” the conscience. In other words, the 
more one indulges in sin, the less will con- 
science upbraid; and a depth of iniquity 
may be attained in which the voice of con- 
science will be so feeble as that it will cease 
to goad. Hence, in order to suffer the least 
amount possible, all that one has to do is to 
be the greatest sinner possible! This conclu- 
sion, which is perfectly logical from the 
premise assumed, shows the complete 
absurdity of the position. 

Let us, however, look at this from another 
stand-point. Two men of high moral worth 
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are traveling along a dangerous highway. 
An earthly demon leaps from his hiding 
place and murders one of the twain; but be- 
fore he can complete his purpose of robbery 
the surviving traveler kills him. Now, how 
much ‘remorse of conscience” does the 
highway robber sufter? Why, before he has 
time to think, after he has murdered that 
innocent man, he himself is launched into 
eternity—has had no time to suffer the “ re- 
morse of conscience.” 

But, if “remorse of conscience” is suffi- 
elent punishment for sin, why is it that our 
civil courts are permitted to resort to corporal 
punishment? Why not let the cruel assas- . 
sin roam at large? Why inearcerate him in 
a cold, dark, damp cell? Why hang him by 
the neck on a public scaffold? Simply 
because the enlightened, common sense of 
mankind knows that “ remorse of conscience,” 
in such a case, is a myth. 

(6) The time during which man sins is too 
brief to merit e¢ernal punishment. 

This objection is based upon a false assump- 
tion—takes for granted that which is not 
true, viz., that the penalty for an evil deed is 
to be regulated by the length of time which 
is consumed in perpetrating that deed. Such 
an idea is perfectly absurd. The length of 
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time consumed in violating a law is not an 
element in the turpitude of the act. Crimes 
of the deepest dye, and meriting the severest 
punishment, may be committed in a very 
short time. The man who perpetrates a foul 
murder in an hour, is just as guilty as if it 
required ten years to accomplish his nefarious 
purpose. The only reason why the element 
_ of time is taken into account in human courts, 
is because it may serve to reveal the delib- 
erate malice, the purpose, of the offender. 
The brevity of time, therefore, is by no means 
a sufficient plea for the sinner. The truth is, 
he does not need a long time to decide the 
question as to whether or not he will accept 
Jesus Christ as his Saviour. The motives 
which should control his action in this matter 
are all on one side. His best interests, even for 
this life as well as that which is to come, urge 
him to choose the “ one thing needful.” And 
as additional incentives to immediate action, 
the Word of God, the Holy Spirit, and the 
Church all plead with him to “ flee the wrath 
to come.” With such motives and with 
such influences, one opportunity 1s enough— 
sufficient to leave the sinner without excuse. 
(c) The justice of God precludes the idea 
of eternal punishment. 
The sin of a finite creature, we are told, 
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can never merit an infliction of punishment 
that is endless. At first view, there may 
seem to be some plausibility in the assertion. 
But when it is analyzed, that plausibility 
wholly disappears. The question is not 
whether a finite sin deserves such punish- 
ment, but whether endless sin deserves endless 
punishment. And to the latter question 
there can be but one answer——it does. Then, 
the real question is, Will the person who dies 
in an unrepentant state, ever cease to sin? 
To this question there is only one answer— 
he will not. The very instant’a soul sins, it 
is cut off from the communion of God. As 
long as it continues in that state, it will con- 
tinue to sin. <As long as it continues to sin, 
it will continue to deserve his wrath and 
curse. Then, the argument founded on the 
justice of God amounts to nothing in the 
way of shielding a sinner from endless pun- 
ishment. But, on the contrary, it is an 
unanswerable argument on the other side. 
He could not be a God of justice unless he 
did forever punish the incorrigible sinner. 

(d) God is too merciful to punish the sinner 
eternally. 

‘It is true, God is merciful, but the Bible 
clearly defines the period within which that 
mercy can be exercised. That period is this 
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life. From the many Scripture declarations 
which sustain this view, we select only one— 
the case of “the rich man.” He lifted up 
his eyes in hell, “being in torments,” and 
made several urgent requests of Abraham; 
among them one was that Lazarus might be 
sent back to this world to “ warn” the broth- 
ers of the suffering man. But the answer 
was, ‘They have Moses and the prophets; 
let them hear them.’ Then he added, in 
answer to the additional declaration of the 
rich man, “If they hear not Moses and the 
prophets, neither will they be persuaded, 
though one rose from the dead.” In other 
words, there is a time for repentance, and 
there are motives to induce that repentance, 
but if they are not embraced in this life, then 
“there is a great gulf fixed,’ and no other 
motives will ever be presented. (See Luke 
xvi. 19-81.) 

The same sentiment 1s most forcibly ex: 
pressed by the poet in the following couplet: 
‘““Mercy knows her appointed bounds, 

And turns to vengeance there.” 

Having answered the objections which 
Universalism urges against the doctrine of 
endless punishment, it will not be out of 
place here to give the objections to Universal- 
ism itself, 
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(a) It virtually gives man a license to sin; 
yea, rather encourages him to do so. 

If there is “no hell but conscience,” then, 
as we have seen elsewhere, the more hardened, 
the more depraved the conscience, the less 
will be the suffering. . 

(b) It deprives God of one of his essential 
attributes—justice. 

He would not be ajust God if he did not 
punish sin; and, as has been previously shown 
in this chapter, there will never be a time 
when the incorrigible sinner will cease to sin. 
Hence, justice requires that he shall suffer 
forever. 

(c) It subverts the whole plan of redemp- 
tion. 

According to the plain and positive teach- 
ing of the Bible, Christ “died for our sins,” 
but, according to Universalism, he did not. 
By that theory, Christ cannot save men from 
their sins in this life, for they suffer the full 
penalty they deserve, to the last jot and tittle. 
Nor can he save them from future punishment, 
for of that they were never in danger. Con- 
sequently, he died in vain! 

(d) It is in direct conflict with the Bible. _ 

The former asserts that the punishment of 
the wicked is not eternal, the latter positively 
says it is. The issue, then, is positive and 
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direct, and it ought not to require a sane man 
long to decide which authority he will accept. 
For, as we have seen, every theory antagonis- 
tic to the doctrine of the endless punishment 
of the wicked in a future state, is fallacious; 
yea, absurd. Hence, we may safely conclude 
that not only the justice, but all the attributes 
of God, will beautifully harmonize in the 
sentence of endless punishment upon all who 
finally reject the offer of everlasting life. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXVI. 


(QUESTION 1. What of the nature of this topic? 
2. What is the first point of inquiry ? 
3. (4) Give first argument proving that there is a hell. 

4. (b) The second argument. Explain. 

5. Prove the personality of evil spirits. First. Second. 
Third. Fourth. 

6. (c) What is the third argument in proof of a hell? 
Explain. 

7. (d) Give the proof from the names that are given to 
the place. Explain in full. 

8. What is the second point of investigation ? 

9. What of the literal and figurative language employed ? 

10. (a) Show that future punishment imples banish- 
ment from God. Give Scripture proof. 

11. (b) Prove that it implies direct punishment. Give 
proof. 

12. (c) Anguish and distress. Prove it. 

13. (d) That it is called the ‘‘ second death.” Explain. 

14. What is the third general point ? 

15. Into what do the souls of men enter at death ? 

16. (a) Show that the claims of justice require the 
eternal punishment of the wicked. Explain in full, 
/17. (6) Prove the same from Scripture phrases. 

18. (c) From the import of the words everlasting, eternal, 
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always, forever, etc. Give the Greek words and show 
their meaning. 

19 (d) From the positive teachings of Scripture. 
Give passages and explain. 

20. What is the fourth point? 

21. Into how many classes are objectors divided. 
First? Second? Third? 

22. (a) Give the first argument against endless pun- 
ishment. Show its fallacy by illustrations. 

23. (b) Give the second argument. Show its fallacy. 

24. (c) Give the third argument. Also prove that it 
is false. 

25. (d) What is the fourth? Show its absurdity. 

26. What is the doctrine of Universalism? (a) Give 
first objection to it. (b) Second objection. (¢) Third 
objection. (d) Fourth objection. 

30 . 


CHAPTER XXVITI. 
THE SABBATH, OR LORD'S DAY. 


Tue Sabbath is an institution of vital im- 
portance to the Christian religion. As will 
be seen in this discussion, theologians have 
differed materially on some points connected 
with this day. 

The Hebrew for Sabbath is shab-bath, and 
it is from the verb shd-bath, and means to rest 
from labor. The Greek for the same is sab- 
ba-ton, and signifies the day of rest, the seventh 
day. 

(1) Lhe institution of the Sabbath. 

On this point there is a diversity of senti- 
ment, some contending that the Sabbath was 
instituted during the sojourn of the Israelites 
in the wilderness, and others, that it was not 
instituted until the time of the giving of the 
Law at Mount Sinai. Neither one of these 
theories, as we think, accords with the clear 
and positive teaching of the Scriptures. The 
true theory, as we propose to prove, is that 
the Sabbath was instituted immediately after 
the completion of the work of creation, and 
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in the following words: ‘Thus the heavens 
and the earth were finished, and all the host 
of them. And on the seventh day God ended 
his work which he had made; and he rested on 
the seventh day from all his work which he 
chad made. And God blessed the seventh 
day, and sanctified it: because in it he had 
rested from all his work which God created 
and made.” (Gen. 11. 1-3.) 

To sustain the position that this is the true 
origin of the Sabbath, the following reasons, 
in brief, are given: 

(a) The language quoted will not sustain 
any other interpretation. 

God never does any thing without a good - 
and sufficient cause. There was, therefore, a 
necessity for the day which he set apart. 
Now, we all know that he did not need the 
rest which it provides for, nor did he need the 
sanctification which it contemplates. Hence, 
the day was not instituted for him. Nor, as 
is evident, was it instituted for angels, there- 
fore, it was for man. 

(b) From the Scripture evidence that the 
early race kept that day. 

In the very chapter which records the birth 
of Cain and Abel, we read the following: 
‘And in process of time it came to pass, that 
Cain brought of the fruit of the ground an 
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offering to the Lord. And Abel, he also 
brought of the firstlings of his flock and of 
the fat thereof.” (Gen. iv. 8, 4.) The expres- 
sion “in the process of time,’ means at the end 
of days. It must, therefore, have been the ~ 
Sabbath-day upon which these two brothers— 
the first born into the world—presented their 
offerings. In no other legitimate way can we 
interprete the phrase “in the process of time.” 

We notice a similar thing in the case of 
sending forth the dove out of the ark. It 
will be seen that, in every instance, he waited 
seven days. (See Gen. vii. 6-12.) 

(c) From the recognition of it in the Wil- 
derness. 

The account is thus recorded: ‘And it 
came to pass, that on the sixth day they gath- 
ered twice as much bread, two omers for one 
man: ana all the rulers of the congregation 
came and told Moses. And he said unto 
them, This is that which the Lord hath said, 
To-morrow is the rest of the holy Sabbath 
unto the Lord: bake that which ye shall bake 
to-day, and seethe that ye will seethe; and 
that which remaineth over lay up for you to 
be kept until the morning. And they laid it 
up till the morning, as Moses bade: and it did 
not stink, neither was there any worm therein. 
And Moses said, Hat that to-day; for to-day 


THE SABBATH, OR LORD'S DAY. 469 


is a Sabbath unto the Lord: to-day ye shall 
not find it in the field. Six days ye shall 
gather it; but on the seventh day, which is 
the Sabbath, in it there shall be none. And 
it came to pass, that there went out some of 
the people on the seventh day for to gather, 
and they found none. And the Lord said 
unto Moses, How long refuse ye to keep my 
commandments and my laws? See, for that 
the Lord has given you the Sabbath, there- 
fore he giveth you on the sixth day the bread 
of two days; abide ye every man in his place, 
let no man go out of his place on the seventh 
day. So the people rested on the seventh 
day.” (Ex. xvi. 22-30.) 

Some contend that this is the origin of the 
Sabbath, but such a view is wholly irreconeil- 
able with the natural and legitimate interpre- 
tation of the language just quoted. Observe, 
Moses does not here speak of the Sabbath as 
something unheard of until that hour. He 
does not say, “ Behold, I now, by authority 
of God, ordain and establish the Sabbath,” but 
he refers to it as a matter with which they 
are familiar. His language is: ‘This is that 
which the Lord hath said, To-morrow is the 
rest of the holy Sabbath.” He does not say, 
“This accords with what the Lord now says,” 
but his words are, “hath said,’ evidently call 
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ing their attention by way of remembrance, 
to something in the past. He does not say, 
“To-morrow shall be the Sabbath,’ as if he 
was issuing a new order, but, “ To-morrow ts 
the Sabbath,” as though speaking of an insti- 
tution already existing. 

Again he repeats, ‘“On the seventh day, 
which ts (not shall be) the Sabbath.” Like- 
wise, the Lord reproves the people, through 
Moses, for having long neglected to keep his 
commandments, and gives their neglect of the 
Sabbath as an illustration. Surely, if the Sab- 
bath had then and there been instituted, God 
could not have charged the people with a long 
neglect to observe it. The language is, “ How 
long refuse ye to keep my commandments 
and my laws? See, for that the Lord hath 
given you the Sabbath,” ete. 

It is no argument against the position 
which we have taken, that there is no express 
mention of the Sabbath during the patriar- 
chal age. Such an argument is wholly 
negative, and, in this case, amounts to noth- 
ing, for such reasoning would disprove the 
practice of circumcision among the Jews from 
their entrance into Canaan to the circumcision 
of John the Baptist, not a single instance 
being recorded during that long interval. 
The argument proves too much, and therefore 
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nothing at all, as will be seen by any one who 
gives the subject a moment’s reflection. 

(d) From the historical fact that the most 
ancient nations observed that division of time. 

Admitting that there is no record during the 
patriarchal age of the observance of the Sab- 
bath, yet we have, during that period, quite a 
number of allusions to the division of time 
into weeks. Now, unless this division of days 
into weeks originated, and was perpetuated, 
in connection with the Sabbath, how can we 
account for its origin? The division of time 
into days, months, and years, is suggested by 
the heavenly bodies, but, in all nature, what 
is there to suggest the idea of dividing days 
by the number seven ? 

In connection with the foregoing, we men- 
tion the fact, that this same division of time 
into periods of seven is found among the most 
ancient heathen nations. Josephus says: “No 
city of Greeks, or barbarians, can be found 
which does not acknowledge a seventh day’s 
rest from labor.” Whence, then, this division 
of time in periods of seven days, among these 
nations, if the appointment was not origin- 
ally from God? 

(2) The perpetuity of the Sabbath. 

The idea has been advanced by some that 
the Sabbath was instituted for the benefit of 
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the Jews under the Old Dispensation, and 
that, like many other of their institutions, it 
was “done away with” in the coming of 
Christ. Such a position is utterly untenable, 
and for so saying we present the following 
arguments: 

(4) Man, asa physical being, needs a Sab- 
bath. 

The truth is, the institution is founded in 
the deepest philosophy of human nature, and 
its observance is necessary—indispensably 
necessary—to preserve health, to replenish 
wasted energies, and to secure the greatest 
longevity of our species. The same may be 
said of “beasts of burden.” The Sabbath to 
them, no less than to the human race, is em- 
phatically a compensating institution. 

Now, if this period of rest was ever neces- 
sary to replenish the wasting energies of man 
and beast, that necessity still exists, and will 
continue to exist, till our physical constitu- 
tion, and that of animals, shall be essentially 
modified, or time shall close. It follows, then, 
most obviously, that an institution, called into 
requisition by the ever-recurring wants of our 
nature, should be perpetual. Nor is it at all 
probable that God would establish a tempo- — 
rary provision, When constitutions of his own 
creating imperiously demand its permanence. 
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(6) Man, as a moral being, likewise needs 
such an institution. 

Even in his primeval state, man needed 
suchaday. He needed it for worship. Con- 
stant physical labor would have prevented 
him from enjoying that sweet and holy com- 
munion with his Creator, which a day of 
cessation therefrom would have afforded. But, 
as he is now a fallen being, he of course needs 
it almost infinitely more. He needs such a 
day for restraint, for reflection, for correcting 
and curbing the evil passions of his heart, for 
repentance, for prayer, for worship. Nor will 
there ever be a period, while this earth exists, 
in which man will not need such aday. Is 
it reasonable, then, to suppose that God would 
deprive him of such an institution—an insti- 
tution so essential to his well-being in time 
and eternity? Who can so believe? Surely 
no one who reflects properly. 

(c) The best interests of the Church demand 
a Sabbath. 

This proposition is almost self-evident 
Without such a day, the Church could accom- 
plish but little. It does its greatest and best 
work on the Sabbath. On that day, the great 
lessons of Bible-truth are impressed upon the 
minds and hearts of the rising generation by 
faithful Sabbath-school teachers; and on that 
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day the “messenger of the skies” pours forth 
the melting strains of Calvary. Blot out the 
Sabbath, and these influences for good woula 
be almost entirely lost—yea, the human race 
would, in a few years, be transformed into 
demons! The temple of truth would crumble 
to dust, infidelity would reign, morality would 
decay, the glad tidings of salvation would 
cease to circulate, and the sun of Christian 
hope would set in eternal darkness. Now, 
God organized the Church, and the purpose 
he had in view, in so doing, was that it should 
be “the salt of the earth.” Would he, then, 
make its influence comparatively null and 
void by abrogating an institution so essential 
to its welfare and success? 

(qd) The Sabbath is a part of the deca- 
logue—the Ten Commandments. 

This alone forever settles the question as to 
the perpetuity of the institution. God him- 
self made the Sabbath an integral part of 
that great epitome of moral and religious 
duty. (See Ex. xx. 8-11.) Until, therefore, 
it can be shown that the whole Moral Law 
hus been repealed, the Sabbath will stand. 
No one, of course, will assert that this has 
been done, for such a thing would dethrone 
God, and would permit, without condemna- 
tion, angels and men to become devils! 
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(ec) The teaching of Christ vontirms the 
perpetuity of the Sabbath. 

The blessed Saviour found the day observed 
by the Jews with extreme superstitious exact- 
ness. Yet, when he had the fairest opportu- 
nity, he did not declare it a nullity. He 
simply corrected the erroneous sentiments 
which they had formed, in regard to the day, 
by declaring that works of mercy might be 
performed on the Sabbath. He uttered these 
remarkable words: ‘The Sabbath was made 
for man,” that is, for man as a physical, social, 
and moral being—the very principle for which 
we are contending. Indeed, Christ admits 
the high authority of the institution, and by 
it proves his supremacy. He says: “The 
Son of man is Lord also of the Sabbath,” 
equivalent to this affirmation: Though the 
day is sacred, yet I am its Lord, for it exists 
by my authority; and I have the right to 
designate the manner in which it is to be 
kept. Instead, therefore, of abrogating the 
Sabbath, he recognized its binding, perpetual 
nature, by saying: “Think not that I am 
come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I 
am not come to destroy, but to fulfill. For 
verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth 
_ pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass 

from the law, till all be fulfilled.” (Matt. v, 
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17,18.) This language is clear, positive, and 
to the point. 

(3) The change from the seventh to the first 
day of the week. 

The Sabbath, as we have seen, was insti- 
tuted immediately after the completion of the 
work of creation, and, while it was intended 
for the physical and moral necessities of man, 
it was hkewise commemorative in its nature. 
It vividly called to mind the stupendous work 
of a “finished creation.” But, great as this 
work was, redemption, or, as the Scriptures 
style it, “the new creation,” is greater.- To 
rescue a world of lost souls, is a greater work 
than “to hght up suns and ordain stars.” 
Redemption called into exercise all the attri- 
butes that were employed in ereation, and 
then, as a most efficacious superaddition, 
demanded the love of the Father, the death 
of the Son, and the constant agency of the 
Holy Ghost. The truth is, Isaiah clearly pre- 
dicts that redemption shall have precedence 
over creation. ‘For behold, saith God, I ecre- 
ate a new heaven and a new earth; and the 
former shall not be remembered, neither shall it 
come into mind. But be ye glad and rejoice for 
ever in that which I create; for behold, I create 
Jerusalem a rejoicing, and her people a joy.” 
(Isa. Ixv. 17,18.) Hence, to mark the pre- 
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eedence in commemoration, it was very 
appropriate to adopt the day on which Christ 
completed the grand design of redemption. 
This was done. Christ rose from the dead 
on the first day of the week, and thereafter 
this day became the Christian Sabbath, and 
was denominated, by way of eminence, the 
Lords Day. In other words, there were two 
events for commemoration—creation and re- 
demption. Only one of them could be 
selected, hence, that one should be chosen 
which most concerns us. We have already 
seen that redemption is more important to us 
than creation, therefore, the former was 
chosen. But to commemorate that event, the 
day must be changed, for the work of redemp- 
tion was completed on the first day of the 
week. The commemoration day, conse- 
quently, must be the first instead of the 
seventh day. For this change we have the 
following summary of authority: 

(a) Christ sanctioned it. 

Christ, after his resurrection, changed the 
Sabbath from the seventh to the first day of 
the week, thus showing his authority as 
“Tord even.of the Sabbath,’ not to abrogate 
or violate it, but to preside over and modify, 
or give new form to it, so as to have it com. 
memorate the most important event that ever 
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transpired in the annals of time. Now, just 
when he gave definite instructions for this 
change, we are not told, but it may have been 
done during the time when he spoke to them 
“of the things pertaining to the kingdom of 
God.” (See Acts i. 8.) This is probably one 
of the unrecorded things which Jesus did. 
(See John xx. 80; xxi. 25.) It is, however, a 
fact of Bible-record, that he appeared to his 
apostles a week from the day of his resurrec- 
tion. It is also true that the Holy Spirit was 
poured out in a most remarkable manner on 
the first day of the week—this new Sabbath— 
on the “ Day of Pentecost.” 

(b) Apostolic usage and example sanctioned 
the first day of the week as the Sabbath. 

The sacrament of the Supper was adminis- 
tered on that day. (See 1 Cor. xi. 20; xvi. 1, 
2. Acts xx. 6-11.) It was also their principal 
preaching day, as will be seen throughout 
their history after the resurrection. Again, 
it was the day for charitable collections. (See 
1 Cor. xvi. 2.) 

(c) The early Christians observed the same 
day. 

On this point we have space for only a few 
of the many available testimonies that could 
be presented. 

Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, A. DB. 101, 
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says: ‘Let every one that loves Christ keep 
holy the Lord’s Day—the queen of days, the 
resurrection day, the highest of all days.” 

Theophilus, also Bishop of Antioch, who 
wrote in the second century, says: ‘ Both 
custom and reason challenge from us that we 
should honor the Lord’s Day, seeing on that 
day it was that our Lord Jesus completed his 
resurrection from the dead.” 

Irenzus, Bishop of Lyons, who also lived in 
the second century, and who was a disciple 
of Polycarp who was a companion of the 
Apostle John, speaks of the Lord’s Day as 
the Christian Sabbath. “On the Lord’s Day,” 
said he, ‘every one of us Christians keeps the 
Sabbath.” 

Clement of Alexandria, of the same cent- 
ury, says: “A Christian, according to the 
command of the gospel, observes the Lord’s 
Day, thereby glorifying the resurrection of 
the Lord.” | 

Tertullian, of the same period, says: ‘The 
Lord’s Day is the holy day of the Christian 
Church.” 

The foregoing arguments abundantly, as 
we think, establish the fact, not only that the 
first day of the week was styled the Lord’s 
Day, in honor of our Saviour’s resurrection, 
but that the Christian Church, in the apos- 
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tohe age, and in its subsequent history, 
observed it as the Christian Sabbath. The 
conclusion, then, is inevitable that we are 
required by Divine authority to observe not 
the seventh, but the first, day of the week, or 
the “ Lord’s Day,” as the Sabbath. Nor is it 
out of place in this connection to mention the 
fact that, as we think, the true name for the 
Christian Sabbath is the Lords Day. Neither 
preconceived opinions nor prejudice, there- 
fore, should prevent us from so calling it. 
(See Rev. 1. 10.) 

(4) The manner in which the day is to be kept. 

For: want of space, we are compelled to 
give, on this point, rather a summary than a 
dissertation. 

(a) The time which the day demands. 

Some nations and communities begin their 
computation of days at one hour, and some 
at another. Now, if the same day, absolutely, 
were required, the same hour would also be 
essential. But, of course, this cannot be, as 
long as nations and communities dwell in dif- 
ferent latitudes and longitudes, for midday with 
some is midnight with others, and tice versa. 
It would, therefore, be utterly impracticable 
for all people to observe the same absolute 
time, nor is such a thing required, for it is the 
Jirst day of the week, according to the method 
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of measuring time, adopted by different na- 
tionalities, that is to be observed as the 
Christian Sabbath. Just here, too, it is not 
out of place to state that, because God never 
did demand the same absolute time for the 
Sabbath, there was no violation of Jaw in 
changing the Sabbath from the seventh to the 
Jirst day of the week. All that God required 
absolutely was and is that the seventh portion of 
man’s time should be consecutively kept. 

(6) The proper observance of it requires 
that we abstain from ordinary labor and 
worldly business. 

The law is (and that feature of the institu- 
tion has never been repealed): “Six days 
shalt thou labor, and do all thy work,” ete. 
(See Ex. xx. 8-11.) The demands are rigid 
and comprehensive—extending to every one, 
and embracing guests, children, servants, and 

_domestie animals employed for purposes of 
‘abor. All ordinary work is forbidden, and 
the head of the household is held responsible 
for all those under its control. The spirit of 
the law, however, does not forbid such acts 
of labor as may be necessarily connected with 
the duties of religion. In this is embraced 
necessary travel to and from church, and 
works of necessity. Under the latter is 
included the necessary preparation of food, for 
31 
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both man and beast, but even this preparation, 
so far as it can be made the day before; ecan- 
not then be neglected and attended to on the 
Sabbath without a violation of the law. The 
visitation of the sick, or of the poor and 
needy, in order to do them good, is a work 
appropriate for the Sabbath, and beautifully 
harmonizes with the teachings of our blessed 
Saviour when he asked: “Is it lawful on the 
Sabbath days to do good, or to do evil? to 
save life or to destroy it?” (Luke vi. 9.) | 
(ec) For its proper observance, mental and 
spiritual, activity is demanded. : 
Man was made for usefulness. An idle 
drone can neither be happy himself nor prof- 
itable to others. Although the Sabbath isa 
day of rest, in a certain sense—that is, of 
cessation of worldly pursuits—yet it is by no 
means a day of inaction or idleness. It is the 
special season alloted to the attainment and 
communication of truth, and for the com- 
munion of “our spirits with the Father of 
our spirits.” He, therefore, who spends the 
day in idleness at home, or in reading or con- 
versing upon secular matters, as really violates 
the Sabbath, though perhaps not to the same 
extent, as the man who trades in his store or 
works in his shop or field. It is a day for 
spiritual edification, and if it is not used for 
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that purpose, in connection with the idea of 
cessation from worldly pursuits, then the 
great design and purpose of the institution 
are lost. . 

(d) Its demands extend to corporations and 
nations as well as to individuals. 

It has grown into an axiom that “ corpora- 
tions and nations have no souls.” Literally 
speaking, that is true, but the persons who 
are at the head of these institutions do have 
souls, and such a subterfuge for evading re- 
sponsibility is simply ridiculous. A nation 
or corporation, therefore, has no more right 
to violate the laws of God than has the hum- 
blest subject of the realm. The carrying of 
the mail, the running of steam-boats and of 
steam-cars, on the Sabbath, though done by 
national or corporate authority, is as much a 
sin as it would be for an individual to plow 
in his field or to sell goods from his store. 
The truth is, these national and corporate 
desecrations of the Sabbath have become a 
erying sin. They, too, are portentous; they 
cloud the future, and augur ill concerning the 
Church and State. Indeed, this practical 
abolition of the Sabbath threatens to become 
the mountain fastness of it fidelity, error, and 
sin. And whoever may live to see the Sab- 
bath ignored (God forbid that such a day 
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shall ever come) will see religion lying pros- 
trate and bleeding, the pulpit stifled, the house 
of prayer deserted, the Bible disregarded, the 
sacraments neglected, and the flame of devo- 
tion extinguished. Every philanthropist, 
therefore, as well as every true Christian, is 
deeply interested in the proper observance of 
the Sabbath; and the day has come when 
that interest should be appropriately and 
effectively manifested. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXVII. 


QueEstIon 1. What of the importance of the Sabbath ? 

2. What is the Hebrew for Sabbath? Define and 
explain. 

3. What is the Greek word for Sabbath? Give its 
meaning. 

4. What is the first point of inquiry in this discussion ? 

5. Give the theories in regard to the institution of the 
Sabbath. Are they correct? 

6. What is the true theory? Give the Scripture proof. 

7. (a) Show that the language quoted will sustain no 
other view. | 

8. Was it instituted for God orangels? For whom, 
then ? 

9. (b) Show that the early-race kept that day. Illus- 
trate in the case of Cain and Abel]. Also in sending out 
the dove. 

10. (c) Show that it was recognized in the Wilderness. 
Give the proof. 

11. Was this the origin of the day? Show why it was 
not. Give the language and explain in full. 

12. How do you answer the fact that there is no ex- 
press mention of the Sabbath during the patriarchal 
age? 

- (485) 
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13. (d) Show that the most ancient nations observed 
that division of time. 

14. Is the same division found among heathen nations? 
Prove it? 

15. What is the second point of inquiry? 

16. Was the Sabbath instituted for the Jews only ? 

17. (a2) Show that man as a physical being needs a 
Sabbath. Explain in full. 

_ 18. (6) Prove that man as a moral being needs such a 
day. Explain. 

19. (c) Show that the best interests of the Church 
require a Sabbath. Explain in full. 

20. (d) Prove that the Sabbath is part of the deca- 
ie Explain this. 

. (e) Give the teaching of Christ upon this subject. 
tart in full. 

22. What is the third point? 

23. Was the Sabbath as originally instituted commemo- 
rative? Explain in full. ; 

24. Can you explain why the Sabbath was changed 
from the seventh to the first day of the week? Do so in 
full. 

25. (a) Show that Christ sanctioned this change. 

26. (b) Give the usages of the apostles. Give Script- 
ure proof. 

27. (c) Show that the early Christians observed this 
day. Give the authorities referred to. 

' 28. What is the fourth point of inquiry? 

29. (a) What of the time which the day demands? 
Ae in full. 

0. (b) Show from Ree things we are toabstain. Ex- 
aa 

31. (c) Show that it requires mental and _ spiritual 
activity. 

32. (d) Prove that corporations and nations are in- 
cluded. Explain in full. 


CEEAPTER XIXVITT. 


MIRACLES. 
a 


Tin word miracle is derived from the Latin 
mi-rac-u-lum, and literally signifies @ wonder, 
or a wonderful thing. In the Greek language 
there are two words which are translated 
miracle—du-na-mis, which means power, might, 
strength; and see-mi-on, meaning a sign, or 
proof, a mark by which something is made known. 
The former is generally trauslated, in our 
English version, “ power,” “ wonderful works,” 
ete.; and the latter, “ miracles,” “ signs,” ete. 
There is, however, but little difference in the 
signification or the two words—are, indeed, 
often used synonymously in the New Testa- 
ment. 

Theologians, generally, agree to the follow- 
ing as a correct definition of the word mira- 
ele: ‘An effect contrary to the established 
constitution and course of things, or a devia- 
tion from the known Jaws of nature.” 

Connected with this vital question there 
are several points of interest, which we “DEO 


pose to consider briefly. 
(487) | 
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(1) Miracles are possible. 

The God of the universe is the Author of 
the laws of nature. Now, cannot the power 
that established these laws suspend them at 
pleasure? Are the laws of nature greater 
than the power that brought them into exist- 
ence? If they are, then an effect is greater 
than the cause, which is perfectly absurd. 
The person who manufactures a machine ean 
certainly control the action of his own mech- 
anism. If he cannot, then the thing which 
he has wrought is greater than himself. The 
absurdity of such a view is patent even to a 
child. Applying the thought to the case under 
consideration, we see how utterly absurd and 
ridiculous is the assertion that a miracle is 
impossible. It is just as easy for God to 
work a miracle as it is for him to make the 
grass grow or the rain fall. These results are 
produced by the operation of the laws 
which he has established, and these laws, of 
course, can never pass beyond the power of 
his control. The working of miracles, there- 
fore, depends simply upon the will of God; 
for all who acknowledge that there is such a 
Being, are obliged to admit that he has the 
power to suspend the laws of nature. If he 
did not have such power, then he would cease 
to be God. Hence, a denial of his ability to 
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work miracles not only dethrones hita, but, 
to all intents and purposes, calls in question - 
his very existence. 

(2) Miracles are necessary. 

Constituted as he is, man cannot believe in 
a religion unless it be accompanied with 
miracles. As evidence of this fact, no relig- 
ion, true or false, has ever been willingly 
received by any people, in any country or 
age, unless the propagators of that religion 
really possess, or succeed in inducing the 
masses to believe that they did possess, mirae- 
ulous powers. It is true, Mohammed did not 
rely chiefly upon “the power to work mira- 
eles,” but then, be it remembered, as a his- 
torical fact, that he forced his religion upon 
an unwilling people at the point of the sword. 
But a careful examination into the origin of 
all religious systerns will reveal the fact that 
none of them found a place in the hearts of 
the people, unless attended by real or supposed 
miracles. And the successors of the wily 
impostor to whom we have alluded, were 
obliged to recognize the principle for which 
we are contending; for they assert that the 
most miraculous things were performed by 
their founder and leader during his life, and 
that things even more extraordinary occurred 
-in connection with his body after death. 
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Hence, Mohammedanism is not really an 
exception to the proposition which we have 
assumed. The truth is, the principle is a 
philosophical one. All religion is founded 
upon the idea of a Being (real or imaginary) 
superior to the worshiper; and, this being so, 
reason dictates that his acts must be super- 
human. Moses recognized this fact when he 
was called upon to deliver the children of 
Israel from Egyptian bondage. Ilis language 
to the great Jehovah was, “ But, behold, they 
will not believe me, nor hearken unto my 
voice: for they will say, The Lord hath not 
appeared unto thee.” (Ex. iv. 1.) God, in 
his infinite wisdom, at once saw the difficulty 
in the mind of Moses, and, without delay, 
began to work a series of miracles, thereby 
assuring his servant that he would authenti- 
cate his mission by superhuman acts. 

This demand of the mind for miracles, as 
testimony of the truth of a religion, whether 
true or false, is intuitive with the whole race 
of man; and those very persons who have 
doubted the existence of miracles, if they 
desired to give the world a system of religion, 
will admit, if they would speak their honest 
sentiments, that such a thing is utterly impos- 
sible without real or apparent miracles. A 
moment’s reflection, too, will convince any 
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one that, without such demonstrations of 
power, a revelation would be entirely imprac- 
ticable. A revelation to all men indiscrim- 
inately, would lead to confusion, discord, and 
uncertainty—yea, to a perfect Babel—in con- 
sequence of the many and contradictory inter- 
pretations that would be given to the facts 
communicated. The only way, therefore, 
that God could make a revelation of his will 
(be it spoken with the most profound rever- 
ence) was to select a few, and through them 
speak to the people. But how could the 
people be induced to believe these revela- 
tions? There is but one way possible, and 
that is for God to authenticate them by 
miraculous power. In vain might Moses or 
any one else affirm that God had said thus 
and so unto him. Something more than a 
bare declaration was necessary to induce the 
people to believe the assertion; and nothing 
would be so satisfactory on this point as the 
performance of miracles. When the masses 
saw the messenger perform such “ mighty 
works,” they would then be satisfied that 
God was really holding communication with 
these men; they, therefore, would receive the 
message, whatever it might be, from their 
lips. In brief, the only possible way for a 
revelation to be successfully made to man, 
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constituted as we find him, is by miracles; 
for if God were to constrain all his aets 
within the limits of human means and agen- 
cies, it would be impossible to discriminate 
between the acts of Jehovah and the acts of 
man. If, therefore, God ever gave a revela- 
tion of his will to man (and we know he 
did), it was indispensably necessary that that 
revelation should be accompanied with mira- 
eles, and with miracles, too, of such a nature 
as would clearly distinguish the Divine 
character and the Divine authority of the 
dispensation. 

(8) Lhe miracles of the Bible are precisely the 
kind that might be expected. 

In the miracles recorded in the Old Testa- 
ment Seriptures, no one can fail to see the 
wonderful advptation to the end in view. . 
The children of Israel, in the time of Moses, 
not only had erroneous ideas in reference to 
“the God of Abraham,” but they had aetu- 
ally incorporated into their religion many of 
the false notions of the Egyptians—not only 
had groveling and debased ideas of the “ God 
of their fathers,” but were deeply imbued 
with the spirit of idolatry. The time had 
come, therefore, to settle the question as to 
which were the greater, the teachers of the false 
religion of Egypt or ‘the servants of the 
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Most High God.’ The issue was made, 
and it was a fair one, for it brought the 
“magicians” and Moses face to face; yea, 
contrasted the power of the “ecnchanters” 
with the power of God’s servant. These false 
teachers appeared in the name of their gods, 
but, in every instance, however, the God of 
Moses not only thwarted them, but abased 
them to the dust. In these miracles, too, we 
should not only observe the power but the 
wisdom of God. The first miracle, while it 
authenticated the mission of Moses, most 
effectually destroyed the serpents which, 
among the Egyptians, were objects of wor- 
ship. In this way, the fact was demonstrated 
to the world that these false gods could 
neither protect the people nor save their own 
lives! 

The next niracle was directed against the 
sacred river of the Egyptians, the river Nile. 
At that time, not only the waters of that river 
were held sacred, but the fish which inhabited 
them were likewise worshiped. But Moses, 
by the power of his God, changed this river 
into blood, and the “finny idols” became a 
putrid mass. 

The miracle of “lice” was supplementary 
to the foregoing. Not only had the false gods 
been destroyed, but by means of this debasing 
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pestilence, they could not worship at their 
own altars. Says a distinguished historian, 
“No one could approach the altars of Egypt 
upon whom so impure an insect harbored; 
and the priests, to guard against the slight- 
est risk of contamination, wore only linen 
garments, and shaved their heads and bodies 
every day.” The severity of this miracle, 
therefore, can be imagined, when it is remem- 
bered that, as long as it lasted, no act of. 
religious worship could be performed. Hence, 
the “ magicians ” SCENES i shee “This 
is the finger of God.’ 

The miracle which destroyed the “ cattle,” 
was intended to obliterate the last vestige of 
brute worship. Degrading as the system was, 
yet it was quite common in Egypt at that 
time. They had their sacred bull, ram, heifer, 
and goat, all of which they worshiped, but 
which were all destroyed by the agency of 
the God of Moses. Thus by one act of the 
great Jehovah, brute idols were destroyed. 

The miracle of the “ashes from the fur- 
nace”’ was directed against the god Typhon. 
The Egyptians had several altars upon which 
they sacrificed human beings, and after doing 
so, it was their custom to take the ashes to 
which these bodies had been reduced, and 
scatter them in every direction, so that all 
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evil might be averted from every place to 
which the winds of heaven might waft these 
particles. But Moses, by command of God, 
took a handful from the furnace, and by so 
doing, made them (the ashes) a curse instead 
of a blessing. ‘ Neither king, nor priest, nor 
people escaped.” Thus the bloody rites of 
Typhon became a curse to the idolaters, the 
supremacy of Jehovah was established, and 
the deliverance of God’s people demanded. 

The ninth miracle was directed against 
Serapis, whose province was to protect the 
country against “locusts.” But Moses could,. 
by the help of God, bring these. terrible 
insects at his bidding and retire them at his 
command, Hence, the worshipers of Serapis 
were taught the impotence of their god; 
and the folly of trusting in any other 
protection than that of Jehovah was made 
most manifest. ; 

The same may be shown, did space permit, 
in reference to all the other miracles wrought 
by Moses, and, indeed, in reference to every 
one recorded in the Old Testament. They 
were not only exhibitions of power, but of 
wisdom—were precisely the ones which were 
needed. 

The careful reader of the New Testament 
cannot fail to observe the same adaptation in 
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the miracles therein recorded. “We have not 
space to cite a great number of these, nor 
have we time to be minute in their examina- 
tion. Suffice it to say, water was converted 
into wine, the palsied were cured, the blind 
were restored to sight, the lame were made to_ 
walk, the lepers were cleansed, the multitude 
were fed, the tempest was stilled, and the 
dead were. restored to life. Now, scan the 
list and see how completely these miracles 
were adapted to the wants of the people. 
They clearly revealed the fact that Christ was 
superior to the laws of nature; that man isa 
sinner “all defiled ;”’ that the great Physician 
could heal the diseases not only of the body 
but of the soul; and that he could hkewise 
‘aise the dead from their graves. 

These miracles not* only substantiated the 
great doctrines of Christianity, but they were 
in perfect accord with the high and holy 
character of the Son of God. They were 
characterized by propriety, kindness, dignity, 
and majesty. In none of them was there 
anything even approximating puerility, osten- 
tation, or vindictiveness. In this. particular, 
how grandly do the miracles of Christ con- 
trast with those of Elymas, Swedenborg, 
Joseph Smith, ete.! He made no ostentatious 
display of his wonderful power, and never 
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used it to acquire wealth and_ influence. 
While he fed hungry multitudes, he submitted 
to hunger himself; and while he could com- 
mand all nature, he remained in poverty, not 
having so much as a home of any kind, to 
wuich he could retire to find repose. Although 
he was rejected and ill-treated by the Jews, 
he never refused to relieve any who sincerely 
sought his aid. 

(4) Miracles are susceptible of proof. 

David Itume, the renowned Scotch meta- 
physician and infidel, framed a specious argu- 
ment against miracles, and although his 
sophistry has been fully exposed, time and 
again, by masterly intellects, yet it is a fact 
Which cannot be denied, that many persons 
have been greatly perplexed by the artful 
reasoning of this inveterate enemy of Chris- 
tianity. But while we admit the fact that 
Mr. Hume has unsettled the minds of many, 
yet we must be permitted to say, also, that 
the argument, when divested of its deception, 
is wholly destitute of merit. 

In order to be fair, we state the substance, 
of Mr. Hume’s argument in his own words, 
thus: “A miracle is a violation of the laws 
of nature; and as a firm and unalterable 
experience has established these laws, the 
proof against a miracle, from the very nature 
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of the fact, is as entire as any argument from 
experience can possibly be imagined: and if 
so, it is an undeniable consequence that it 
cannot be surmounted by any proof whatever 
from testimony. A miracle, therefore, how- 
ever attested, can never be rendered ¢redible, 
even in the lowest degree. No testimony 
for any kind of miracle can ever possibly 
amount to a probability. In other words, no 
human testimony can prove a miracle.” 

Now, let us analyze briefly this “ masterly 
argument,’ as it is styled by infidels, and see 
what is in it. 

(a) He perpetrates inexcusable duplicity in 
defining the word miracle. 

It is, he says, “‘a violation of the laws of 
nature.’ This definition carries with it an 
unfavorable idea—makes the impression that 
some obligation is disregarded and some 
injury done. Now, the simple truth is, the 
laws of nature are nothing else than the 
common operations of Divine power in the 
government of the world, which laws owe 
their existence and continuance to the Divine 
will; anda miracle is nothing more than the 
exertion of the same power in a way different 
from that which is common; or, to change 
the phraseology, a mere suspension, for the 
time and place, of the laws of nature. There 
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is, therefore, no “violation” in the case—is 
simply an act of the great Sovereign of the 
universe, who most certainly has a right to 
do what he will “with his own.” Though 
God has established the “ordinary laws of 
nature,’ yet he has nowhere indicated that 
he cannot and will not change them to’suit his 
pleasure. That he cannot do so, none but a 
person destitute of reason will affirm, and 
that he may not do so, no finite being can 
assert. | 
(0) He makes “unalterable experience” 
the test of belief. | 
_ According to Mr. Hume’s theory, we are tu 
believe no fact unless it is in accord with the 
“universal testimony.” His language is: 
“ Miracles are incredible, because they are 
against the testimony of experience.’ The 
word experience, as used by the “artful 
reasoner,” must mean our own individual 
experience, the experience of the whole world, 
or the experience of the world generally. In 
no other sense, except in one of the three 
mentioned, can the word, as used by Mr. 
Hume, possibly be interpreted. If used in 
the first sense, then we can admit nothing 
whatever on the testimony of others—could 
not even believe the record of our own birth 
or parentage! If used in the second sense, 
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then an utter impossibility is involved, for 
there are no means by whieh a finite being 
ean ascertain what the experience of the 
whole world has been. It must, therefore, 
be used in the third sense, the experience of 
the world generally. 

Now, let us briefly examine this position. 
It involves, as will be seen at a glance, an 
absurdity, for if we are bound to discredit all 
human testimony for a miracle, because no 
such thing has been witnessed by the world 
generally, then we are under obligation to 
reject everything that 1s new. Indeed, if this 
mode of reasoning be adopted, what would 
be the fate of every new discovery in science 
in astronomy, geology, philosophy, or the 
arts? When any of these are for the first 
time brought forth, the mere tyro in knowl- 
edge might, according to this, theory, exclaim: 
“These are contrary to the ‘experienc of the 
world generally, henee, they are false.” 
Now, if what has never been experienced by. 
the world generally is not to be believed, 
what must have been the situation of man at 
the beginning of the world? How suddenly, 
too, would the wheels of progress now cease 
to revolve were we to admit the maxim that 
everything unknown to the experience of the 
past ought to be rejected! Much more might 
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be said in regard to the utter absurdity of 
Mr. Hume’s position, but surely nothing 
more, on this point, is necessary. We will 
add, however, that if an event were not con- 
trary to the usual order of things, then it 
would not be a miracle. The very argument, 
therefore, which he uses against a miracle, 
affords the only possible ground upon which 
it could take place, for it must be out of the 
usual order of events, else it would not be a 
miracle. 3 

(c) What he calls an argument is a mere 
assumption of the point in dispute—is what 
logicians call a petitio principii, a begging of 
the question. 

The question in dispute is, Are miracles 
susceptible of proof from testimony? The 
language of Mr. Hume is, “A miracle, there- 
fore, however attested, can never be ren- 
dered credible, even in the lowest degree. 
No testimony for any kind of miracle can 
ever possibly amount to a probability. In 
other words, no human testimony can prove 
a miracle.” 

Now, in all candor, we ask, How can such 
a dogmatica: and irrational assertion be met 
by argument? Remember, the point in con- 
troversy is “the credibility of miracles,” and 
this great champion (?) of logic meets the 
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point by saying, ‘No human testimony can 
prove a miracle.” That is, if all men, in all 
countries, and in all ages, were to testify in 
regard to a miraculous event, such testimony, 
with Mr. Hume, would amount to. nothing! 
In all fairness, then, what sort of reasoning 
is-it to form an argument against the truth. 
of. miracles, founded on the assumption that 
they never occurred? If it be true, as he 
says, that it has never been witnessed in any 
age or country, that a dead man came to life, 
then it is utterly useless to adduce testimony 
to prove such a thing. If, therefore, he had. 
aright to take this for granted, where is the 
use of such a parade of reasoning on. the. 
subject? The very conclusion to which he. 
wished to come, is positively assumed as the 
main principle in the argument! Hence, 
when the great bubble which his self-conceited. 

vanity blew up is punctured, it utterly 
collapses ; and the wonder is that such a 
process of reasoning as that adopted by Mr. 
Ilume, has ever had any effect upon an intel- 
ligent man. 

(d) He completely contradicts his own 
assertion. | 

In a note appended Be his Essay on Miracles, 
Mr.,Hume says: ‘ Suppose all authors in all, 
languages agree that from the first of Janu-, 
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ary, 1600, there was a total darkness over all 
the earth for eight days; suppose that the 
tradition of this event is still strong and 
lively among the people; that all travelers 
bring us accounts of the same tradition, ete., 
it is evident that our philosophers ought to receive 
it for certain.’ Now mark! these words are 
a part of the same Essay in which the author 
asserts, ‘A miracle supported by any human 
testimony is more properly a subject oof 
derision than of argument.” “No kind of 
testimony for any kind of miracle, can pos- 
sibly amount to a probability, much less to a 
proof!’? Here we have a clear and explicit 
condemnation of his own argument against 
miracles; but, stranger still, if possible, he at 
once condemns his own concession in the 
following words: “ But should this miracle 
be ascribed to any system of religion, men in 
all ages have been so imposed upon by ridicu- 
lous stories of that kind, that this very cir- 
cumstance would be full proof of a cheat, 
and suflicient with all men of sense, not only 
to make them reject the fact, but even reject 
it without further examination.” 

Now, we ask, Is not the foregoing enough 
to provoke a smile of contempt from every 
one who has any regard for consistency or 
common sense? The position assumed is, 
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that we may believe a miracle, provided that 
miracle is in no shape or form connected with 
religion! Could not Mr. Hume see ‘the 
absurdity of such logic? If he could not, it 
argues but little for his mental ability; if he 
did, and designedly attempted to deccive the 
unsuspecting, it argues more for the malignity 
of his heart than for the honesty of his pur- 
pose. 

With these criticisms, we leave the 
“astute reasoner,” asking, as we do so, Have 
the wiseacres of the present day, who claim 
to be disciples of Mr. Hume, discernment to 
appreciate the fallacies of their master? If 
they have, they should blush with shame and 
abandon his cause; if they have not, then 
they deserve the pity of all good men for 
their ignorance or mental imbecility. 

A. page or two more must close a chapter 
which has already become more lengthy than 
we intended. It, however, has not escaped 
the attention of the honest and thoughtful 
reader of the Bible, that the miracles. therein 
recorded possess all the elements of truth and 
candor that could be demanded. They were 
“not done in a corner,” but in the presence 
of “friend and foe.” They were performed 
in an open and public manner, in the pres- 
ence of multitudes of witnesses, under the 
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inspection of learned and malignant enemies, 
in a great variety of circumstances, and for 
years and years in succession. There was no 
room for trick, sleight of hand, deception of 
the senses, or anything else which could 
impose on the spectators. This circumstance 
is most important, because it proves to a cer- 
tainty that the witnesses could not be deluded 
and deceived. To suppose that they could 
think that they saw such miracles for years, 
and yet be deceived, would be as extravagant 
as to suppose that all men, in all ages, have 
been deceived in everything that they have 
ever seen or experienced. In brief, then, we 
have the same, yea, stronger testimony in 
favor of miracles than we have for the truth 
of any or ali the events of past historical 
facts. Men will not testify to a falsehood 
when they snow that death will be the result. 
Surely ‘‘so great a cloud of witnesses” could 
not all lose their senses at once! 
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXVIII. 


Question 1. From what is the word miracle derived ? 
Explain. 

2. Give the two Greek words translated miracle. De- 
fine each, and explain in full. 

3. Give the general meaning of each. 

4, Define the word miracle as used by theologians. 

5. What is the first point of inquiry? Show that God 
has the power to work miracles. Also show what would 
be the result if God could not suspend or change the 
laws of nature. 

6. What is the second point? 

7. Can aman believe in a religion unless it is accom- 
panied with miracles? 

8. Has a religion ever been introduced without mira- 
~ cles, true or false? Explain in full. 

9. How did Mohammed introduce his religion? Ex- 
plain in full. 

10. Is it a philosophical principle that miracles should 
be wrought? Explain. 

11. What did Moses think upon this point? 

12. Did God yield to his wish? Give the proof. 

13. Is this an intuitive principle? Show why. 

14. Could a revelation be given without miracles? 
Show why it could not be. 
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15. What is the third point of inquiry ? 

16. Is there an adaptation in the miracles of the Old 
Testament ? 

17. What kind of‘ideas did the children of Israel, in 
the time of Moses, have of God? 

18. Had they become idolatrous ? 

19. Show the force of the miracle against the serpents ; 

‘against the Nile; the miracle of the lice; against the 
cattle ; the Pefacie of the ashes; the miracle of the locusts. 

20. Can the same be shown of the miracles of the 
New Testament? 

21. Can you enumerate some of them, and show what 
they demonstrated ? 

22. How do these contrast with those of Elymas, 
Swedenborg, Joseph Smith, ete. 

23. What is the fourth point? 

24. Who was Mr. Hume? 

25. Has his sophistry done harm? 

26. Will his argument stand scrutiny ? 

27. Give the general outline of his position. Explain. 

28. (a) Show his deception in defining the word. 
Explain in full, and show that it is not a “ violation of 
the laws of nature.” 

29. (b) Show the absurdity of making unalterable 
experience the test of belief. 

30. Show the three senses in which the word ‘ expe- 
rience” can be used. What is the first? What the 
second? What the third? 

31. In which of the three must he use it? Show the 
fallacy of his position. 

32. What would this method of reasoning do with 
every thing new ? 

33. Does not his argument become a strong one in 
favor of miracles? Show why. 

34. (c) Show that he “begs the ee CEE: Explain 
in full. 
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35. (d) Show how he contradicts himself. Explain in 
full. 

36. What do you think of his satellites ? 

37. Do the miracles recorded in the Bible possess all 
the elements that could be demanded ? 

38. Where were they performed? And before whom ? 

39. What of the number of witnesses ? 

40. What of the time? 

41. Was there any chance for deception ? 

42. Have we as strong proof for miracles as we have 
for any or all of the historical facts of the past? 

43. Will men testify toa falsehood when they know 
that such testimony will result in death? 

44, Is it probable that all these witnesses could lose 
their senses at once? 


CHAPTER XXIX. 
PROPHECY 


The subject of prophecy is so extensive, 
that we acknowledge our embarrassment in 
attempting to condense, into a brief chapter, 
the argument which it furnishes in support 
of the Christian religion. The truth is, to 
examine the predictions of Scripture in detail, 
would require volumes, instead of a concise 
treatise. There are two points of interest 
eonnected with this subject, which will be 
discussed as briefly as their importance will 
justify. 

(1) Zhe nature and design of prophecy. 

The word prophecy is derived from the 
Greek pro-phee-ti-a, and in its original import 
signifies the prediction of future events. The 
great Witsius thus defines the word: . “A 
knowledge and manifestation of secret things, 
which a man knows not from his own sagac- 
ity, nor from the relation of others, but by 
an extraordinary revelation of God from 
heaven.” Dr. Webster gives the following 
definition; “A declaration of something to 
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come; a foretelling; a prediction; especially 
an inspired foretelling.” 

Prophecy possesses, as a proof of Divine 
revelation, some advantages which are pecu- 
har. For the proof of the miracles of the 
Bible we must have recourse to ancient testi- 
mony, but the fulfilling of prophecy may fall 
under our own observation, or may be con- 
veyed to us by living witnesses. The evidence 
of miracles cannot, in any case, become 
stronger than it was at first; but that of 
prophecy is always increasing, and will con- 
tinue to increase until the whole scheme of 
predictions shall be fulfilled. A mere predic- 
tion furnishes no decisive evidence that it-is a 
revelation from God; it is the fulfillment which 
completes the proof. Miracles were evidences 
of the truth of religion to those before whom 
they were wrought, and being fully attested, 
they are proofs to succeeding generations. 
Prophecies were not proofs to those who 
heard them delivered, but they are proofs to 
those who see them fulfilled. If it be asked, 
why are not miracles continued? we may 
answer, that they are not necessary for various 
reasons, and prominent among these may be 
mentioned the fact that there is a standing evi- 
dence in the truth of religion in the prophecies 
which have been fulfilled, and are now fulfill- 
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ing before our eyes. To adopt the words of 
Bishop Newton, “It is one great excellency 
of the evidence drawn from prophecy for the 
truth of religion, that it is a growing evidence, 
and the more prophecies are fulfilled, the 
more testimonies and confirmations there are 
of the truth and certainty of Divine revela- 
tion. And, in this respect, we have eminently 
the advantage over those who lived in the 
days of Moses and the prophets, of Christ 
and his apostles. They were happy, indeed, 
in hearing their discourses, and seeing their 
miracles, and, doubtless, many righteous men 
have desired to see those things which they 
saw, and have not seen them, and to hear 
those things which they heard, and have not 
heard them; but yet, I say, we have this 
advantage over them, that several things, 
which were then only foretold, are now fulfilled, 
and what were to them only matters of faith, 
are become matters of fact and certainty to us, 
upon whom the latter ages of the world are 
come.’ In other words, miracles may be 
said to have been the great proofs of revela- 
tion to the first ages, who saw them performed, 
and prophecies may be said to be the great 
proofs of revelation to the last ages, who see 
them fulfilled. 

Among the adherents of almost every 
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religious system, there have been numberless 
pretenders to the gift of prophecy. Pagans 
had their oracles, augurs, and soothsayers; 
modern idolaters their necromancers and 
diviners; and the Jews, Christians, and Mo- 
hammedans, their prophets. The pretensions 
of Pagans and impostors have, however, been 
justly exposed, while the Jewish and Chris- 
tian prophecies carry with them unmistakable 
evidences of their validity. Indeed, the dis- 
tinction between the prophecies of Scripture 
and the oracles of heathenism is patent to the 
most casual observer. The utterances of the 
latter are destitute of dignity, coherence, and 
truth, but those of the former possess all the 
elements just mentioned, constituting, as it 
were, a series of Divine predictions, relating 
principally to one grand object of universal 
importance, the work of man’s redempticn, 
and carried on in regular progression through 
the patriarchal, Jewish, and Christian dispen- 
sations, with a harmony and uniformity of 
design, clearly indicating one and. the same 
Divine Author. They speak of the agents to 
be employed, and especially of the great 
Agent, the Redeemer himself. These proph- 
ecies, too, all meet in Christ, their proper 
center. . 

It deserves to be well wei ghed, that any one 
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prediction which has been fulfilled, is of itself 
a complete demonstration of the truth of a 
Divine revelation, or, to speak more forcibly, 
is itself a revelation. For certainly no one 
but God himself can foretell future events, 
which depend for their fulfillment upon the 
agency of man and the supervising provi- 
dence of him who ‘sees not as man sees.” 
If, then, we can adduce one. prophecy, the 
accomplishment of which cannot be doubted, 
we have proved beyond controversy that a 
revelation has been given, and if in one 
instance, and to one person, such a revelation 
has been made, who will, who can, dare assert 
that a similar communication has not been 
made to more than one person? 

(2) The prophecies of the Bible and their ts 
fillment. 

As previously intimated, the oe 
writings are very extensive, but all that we 
shall attempt will be to ibe a few remark- 
able predictions, and to prove that they have 
been literally fulfilled. 

(a) The prophecies respecting the Jews. 

“The Lord shall bring a nation against thee 
from afar, from the end of the earth, as swift 
as the eagle flieth; a nation whose tongue 
thou shalt not understand.” (Deut. xxviii. 49.) 

This prophecy was fulfilled in the invasion 
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of Judea by the Chaldeans and by the 
Romans, but more especially by the latter. 
Jeremiah, when predicting the invasion of 
the Chaldeans, uses nearly the same language 
as Moses. “Lo, I will bring a nation upon 
you from afar, O house of Israel, saith the 
Lord; it is an ancient nation, a nation whose 
language thou knowest not.” (Jer. x. 15.) 
But with still greater propriety may it be said 
that the Romans were a nation “from afar,” 
the rapidity of whose conquests resembled 
the eagle’s flight, the standard of whose 
armies was an eagle, and whose language was 
unknown to the Jews. The enemies of the 
Jews are always characterized as “a nation 
of fierce countenance, who shall not regard. 
the person of the old, nor show fayor to the 
young”—an exact description of the Chal- 
deans. It is said that God brought upon the 
Jews “the king of the Chaldees, who slew 
their young men with the sword in the house 
of their sanctuary, and had no compassion 
upon young man or maiden, old man, nor 
him that stooped for age.” (2 Chron. xxxvi. 
17.) Such also were the Roinans. Josephus 
informs us that when Vespasian came to 
Gadara, “he slew all, man by man, the 
Romans showing no mercy to age.” The 
same was done at Gamala. 
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It was also predicted that their cities should 
‘be besieged and taken. “ And he shall besiege 
thee in all thy gates until thy high and fenced 
walls come down, wherein thou trustedst.” 
(Deut. xxvii. 52.) This was fulfilled when 
Shalmaneser, King of Assyria, came against 
Samaria and besieged it, when Sennacherib 
came up against all the fenced cities of Judah, 
and when Nebuchadnezzar took Jerusalem, 
burned the temple, and broke down the walls 
of Jerusalem round about. (See 2 Kings 
xvili. 9,10; xxv. 10.) The Jews had great 
confidence in the strength of the fortifications 
of Jerusalem. And the historian Tacitus, as 
well as Josephus, describes it as a very strong 
place; yet it was often besieged and taken 
before its final destruction by Titus. 

In these sieges, too, they were to suffer 
much by famine. Accordingly, at Samaria, 
during the siege there was a great famine, 
“so that an ass’s head was sold for four-score 
pieces of silver.” (2 Kings vi. 25.) And when 
Jerusalem was besieged by Nebuchadnezzar, 
“the famine prevailed in the eity, and there 
was no bread for the people of the land.” 
(2 Kings xxv. 3.) And in the siege of the 
same city by the Romans there was a most 
distressing famine. (See Josephus de Jud. 
Bello.) Indeed, Moses says: ‘“ Ye shall eat 
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the flesh of your sons and of your daughters.” 
And again: “Thou shalt eat of the fruit of 
thine’ own body.” “(Jer.’ xxv. 29; > Denk. 
xxvii. 58.) This extraordinary prediction was 
fulfilled six hundred years after it was spoken, 
in the siege of Samaria, by the King of Syria, 
when two wonien agreed together to give up 
their children to be eaten, and one of them 
was eaten accordingly.. (See 2 Kings vi. 28, 
29.) It was fulfilled again nine hundred years 
after Moses, in the siege of Jerusalem by the 
Chaldeans. “The hands of the pitiful wo- 
men,” says Jeremiah, “have sodden their own 
children.” (Sam. iv. 10.) And again, fifteen 
hundred years after the time of Moses, when 
Jerusalem was besieged by the Romans, 
Josephus informs us that a noble woman 
killed and eat her own sucking child, and 
when she had eaten half, she secreted the 
other part for another meal. 

The prediction was also made that an 
immense number of the Jews would be 
destroyed. ‘ And ye shall be left few in num- 
ber, whereas ye were as the stars of heaven 
for multitude.” (Deut. xxvui. 62.) In the 
siege of Jerusalem by Titus, it is computed 
that eleven hundred thousand perished by 
famine, pestilence, and sword. Since the ere- 
ation of the world, perhaps, so many persons 
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never perished in any one siege. The num-. 
ber is simply overwhelming! eae 
Moses also predicted that the Jews should 
be carried back to Egypt, and sold as slaves for . 
avery low price. ‘“ And the Lord shall, bring 
thee into Egypt again with ships, where you 
shall be sold unto your enemies for bondmen 
and bondwomen, and no man shall buy you.” 
(Deut. xxviii. 68.) Josephus informs us that 
when the city was taken, the captives who 
were above seventeen’ years of age were sent 
to the works in Egypt, but so little care was 
taken of these captives, that eleven thousand 
of them perished for want. He also tells us" 
that the market was so overstocked that there 
were no purchasers, and they were sold for 
the merest trifle. 
‘Tt was likewise predicted that the sya 
should be scattered. “The Lord shall scatter 
thee among all people, from the one end of 
the earth even unto the other.” (Deut. xxviii. 
34.) This, as we all know, has been liter ally 
fulfilled.. There is not a country on the face 
of the earth where the Jews are unknown. © 
They are found alike in Europe, <Asia, 
America, and Africa. They are citizens of. 
the world, yet w ithout a country of their 
own. They have trod the snows of Siberia | 
and the sands of the. Great. Desert. From 
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Moscow to Lisbon, from Japan to Britain,. 
from Borneo to Archangel, from Hindostan: 
to, Honduras, no inhabitant of any nation 
upon earth, but a Jew alone, would be known 
in all the intervening regions. Herein, too, 
is verified another prophecy of Moses: ‘“ And 
yet, for all that, when they be in the land of 
their enemies, I will not cast them away, 
neither will I abhor them, to destroy them 
utterly.” (Lev. xxvi. 44.) No other example 
is known of any nation preserving its identity 
through such a series of calamities; and the 
fact that they are yet preserved as a distinct 
people, is a standing miracle to verify. the. 
word of God. ‘ Kings,” says a great histo- 
rian, “have often employed the severity of 
their edicts and the hands of the executioner 
to destroy them, and the seditious multitude 
have performed massacres more tragical than 
the princes. These people have, from age to 
age, run through misery and persecution, and 
through torrents of their own blood, but, like 
the bush of Moses, they have burnt. without 
consuming.” 

(6) Prophecies concerning other nations. 

These, too, are numerous, but only a few, 
for want of space, can be given. 

Of Egypt it was predicted, “It shall be the - 
basest of the kingdoms; neither shall it exalt 
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itself any more above the nations: for I will 
diminish them, that they shall no more rule 
over the nations.” (Ezek. xxix. 30.) This 
prophecy has been literally fulfilled, as the 
history of that ‘“basest of kingdoms” testifies. 
For twenty-three centuries that country has 
been deprived of its natural inhabitants, and 
has been a prey successively to the Persians, 
Macedonians, Romans, Greeks, Arabs, Turks, 
oO ne 

Of the city of Nineveh, the prophet said; 
“We will make an utter end of the place 
thereof.” (Nahum i. 8.) Mr. Buckingham 
says, with reference to the site of ancient 
Nineveh, ‘The mounds show neither bricks, 
stones, nor other material for building; and 
are in many places overgrown with grass.” 
And Gibbon, the historian, says, “The city, 
and even the ruins, had long since disappeared ; 
the vacant space afforded a spacious field for 
the operation of the two armies.” 

The prophet Ezekiel says of Tyre: ‘They 
shall destroy the walls of Tyrus, and break 
down her towers: I will also scrape her dust 
from her and make her like the top of a 
rock. It shall be a place for the spreading 
of nets, in the midst of the sea.” (Hzek. 
xxvi.14.) Volney, the great infidel, says that 
“this proud city is reduced to a miserable vil- 
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lage, whose inhabitants live obscurely on the 
produce of their little ground and a trifling 
fishery.” Bruce says, in the very words of 
prophecy, that the site of this*ancient city is 
a “rock whereon fishers dry their nets.” 

Lhe fate of Babylon was foretold in the 
following words: ‘And Babylon, the glory 
of kingdoms, the beauty of the Chaldees’ 
excellency, shall be as when God overthrew 
Sodom and Gomorrah. It shall never be 
inhabited, neither shall it be dwelt in from 
generation to generation; neither shall the 
Arabian pitch tent there; neither shall the 
shepherds make their fold there. But wild 
beasts.of: the desert shall lie there; and their 
houses shall be full of doleful creatures; and 
owls shall dwell there, and satyrs shall dance 
there. And the wild beasts of the islands 
shall cry in their desolate houses, and dragons 
in their pleasant palaces; and her time is 
near to come, and her. days shall not be 
prolonged.” (Isa. xii. 19-22.) In every par- 
ticular this prophecy has been fulfilled. For 
centuries, the very place where it once stood, 
as the wonder of the world, was unknown. 
If modern travelers, who think that they 
have discovered it are night, itis an awful 
monument of the truth and power of God. 
It is a mass of ruins, and nothing -but. ruins, 
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covering the face of the country for miles. 
Other particulars connected with its doom are 
specified: that it should be besieged by the 
Medes and Persians; that the Euphrates, 
which flowed through the midst of it, should 
be dried up; that its gates should be open to 
Cyrus, its conqueror; that it should be taken 
during the dissipation and security of a feast; 
and that the country around it should be. 
turned into a marsh. (See Isa. xxi. 2. Jer. 
eerie liga axdiv, 275 exlys le Jered. 39,07. 
Isa. xiv. 22, 23.) That these prophecies have 
been literally fulfilled, no one who is. ac- 
quainted with the facts of history will deny. 

(c) The prophecies concerning the Messiah. 

These comprehend a considerable portion - 
of the Old Testament, and branch out into a: 
great variety of particulars. They foretell 
the family from which he should spring; the 
place of Ius birth; the time of his appear- 
ance; his supernatural endowments; the. 
manner of his life; the nature of his doc- 
trine; his miracles; his rejection by his 
countrymen; his sufferings; his death; his 
resurrection; his ascension; the establishment 
of his religion and its progress in the world. 
Every item of which has been fulfilled to the 
letter. But to be specific on this important 
point, we give the following synopsis: 
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First, That he should come. 

Propheey: Gen? ie 163~ xxtis 18} oxi ass 
xxvii, 43  xawily- 4s Ps ix y si iseiexies 
Haggai i. 7. 

Fulfillment: Gal.iv.4; Rom. xvi. 20; 1 John 
18+ Rev. xin: 93 Hebei. 14! -Lukened¢: 

Second. The time when he should come. 

Prophecy: Gen. xix, 10; Haggai iis 6-9; 
Dan. ix: 28-25; .Mal. ini. 1. 

Fulfillment: Compare Luke ii. 1, 3-5; Matt. 
xxii. 20,21; John xx. 10-15. For the expec- 
tation of the Jews, see Matt. 1. 1-10; Mark 
xv, 43; Luke 11.25, 38; John i. 19445. 

Third. From whom he was to descend. 

Prophecy: Gen. it. 15; xilv 83> xvii Ae: 
Kev 4) xxvii 14 xlix/10; clear ad, de 
oxxxiy lly Inxexpts4):27; «lear yi, 13 
(2 Jerexxans 6.5 xxxni, 20°21, 

Fulfilment: Gal. iv. 4; Acts ii. 25; Matt. 
1,1; Heb.vi. 142 Rom.xv. 12+' John yng 
Acts 11303 xii: 23+ Lukei. 32) 

Fourth. To be born of a virgin. 

Prophecy: Isa. vii. 14; Jer. xxxi. 22, 

Fulfillment: Matt. i. 22-25; Luke i, 26-385. 

fifth. The place of his birth. 

Prophecy: Micah v. 2. 

Fulfilment: Luke i. 4-6. 

Sixth. Was to perform miracles. 

Prophecy: Isa. xxxv. 5, 6. 
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Fulfillment: Matt. xi. 4, 5. 

Seventh. Circumstances of suffering and 
death. 

Prophecy: Isa. litt. 8: Ps. xh, 9; ‘lv..12-14: 
Zech, xi, 12=13. 

Fulfillment: Luke xi, 58; 2 Cor. viii. 9; 
poh xi, 85; Matt. xxvi, 14< xxvii... 
— fighth, Resurrection and ascension. 

eropnecy.: PA: xvid 102 txvilin. 18; leg: 
li. 10. By Christ himself: Mark viii. 31; x. 
34; Luke.ix. 2; John iiel19;:21; x. 17, 

Fulfillment: Acts, 3; i. 81; xiii. 35; Matt. 
Rxvil.-5,°6* Luke xxiv? 5. 6; 513 Mark <xv¥i. 
19; 1 Cor. xv. 4; 1 Tim. iii. 16; Heb. vi. 20; 
1 Petit. 22. 

This chapter has already been extended 
beyond the limits intended; yet the subject is 
by no means exhausted. But who can read 
these predictions and their fulfillment without 
coming to the conclusion that “there is a God 
in Israel”? Could man, unassisted by Infinite 
Wisdom, have foretold these things? No 
sane man, unless he is utterly oblivious to 
truth, will dare answer in the affirmative. 
Who, then, can doubt the authenticity of the 
Book which contains these wonderful things? 
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QueEsTIon 1. What of the extent of prophecy ?. 
. What is the first point of inquiry ? 
. From what is the word prophecy derived ? 
. How does Witsius define the word? 
. Give Dr. Webster’s definition. 
6. What are some of the advantages of prophecy over- 
miracles? Explain in full. © 
7. Doesamere prediction furnish reliable proof that it’ 
is a revelation ? 
°8. What does give that proof? 
9..Were the prophecies of any special importance -to 
those who heard them ? 
10. To whom are they of importance ? 
‘11. Why were not miracles continued? Explain. 
-12. Give the remark of Bishop Newton. Explain in 
full. 3 ut Pat 
13. Give, then, the difference between miracles and 
prophecies. . 
14. Do all religions claim to have prophets? 
15. What is the difference between the prophecies of 
the Bible and the oracles of heathenism ? 
16. How must we regard a single prediction that has 
been fulfilled ? 
17. Who alone can foretell future events? 
(524) 
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18. What is the second point of inquiry ? 

19. (a) What is the first class of prophecies consid- 
ered? 

20. To what did the first prophecy refer? Give the 
substance of it. 

21. How was it fulfilled? Explain-in full. 

22. What is predicted in regard to their cities? Give. 
the prophecy, and show how it was fulfilled. 

23. What of the famines which they were to endure? 
Explain in full. 

24. What prediction was made as to the number of 
Jews that were to be destroyed? Explain and: give 
facts. | 

25. What did Moses predict concerning the slavery of 
the Jews? Show that it was fulfilled. 

26. What was foretold in regard to the manner in 
which the Jews should be “scattered”? Prove that 
this has been fulfilled. 

=e Do they still preserve their identity ? 

8. (b) What is the second class of prophecies? 

What is said of Egypt? Show that it has been 
fulfilled. 

30. What of Sineueh ? Show its fulfillment. 

31. What of Tyre? Prove that it has been fulfilled. 

32. What of Babylon? Explain in full, and show that 
the prophecy has been fulfilled. 

33. (c) What is the third class of prophecies? Take 
these up, one by one, and show their fulfillment. 

34. What do these prophecies prove? 

35. Can we doubt the authenticity of the Book which 
contains these predictions ? 


CHAPTER XXX. 
ELECTION AND REPROBATION. 


Wit no small degree of embarrassment 
does the author enter upon the subject-matter 
of this chapter. On this tenet there has been, 
for centuries past, fierce and bitter contro- 
versy; nor is there, perhaps, a subject in the 
wide range of didactic theology, upon which 
there is less probability of perfect harmony 
of sentiment. 

Various terms are used to express the idea 
in controversy; such, for instance, as ‘élec- 
tion,’ ‘fore-ordination,’ ‘ predestination,” 
“decrees,” etc.; but as they are employed to 
teach the same theological sentiment, no 
misunderstanding can arise from using them 
interchangeably. 

As a brief yet comprehensive summary of 
the principal features of this doctrine as 
taught by Mr. Calvin, we subjoin the follow- 
ing: 

““God did from all eternity, by the most 
wise and holy counsei of his own will, freely 

(526) 
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and unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes 
to pass. . 

‘“‘ By the decree of God, for the manifesta- 
tior. of his glory, some men and angels are 
predestinated unto everlasting life, and others 
fore-ordained to everlasting death. 

“These angels and men, thus predestinated 
and fore-ordained, are particularly and un- 
changeably designed; and their number is 
so certain and definite, that it cannot be 
increased or diminished. 

“Those of mankind that are predestinated 
unto life, God, before the foundation of the 
world was laid, according to his eternal and 
immutabie purpose, and the secret counsel 
and good pleasure of his will, hath chosen 
in Christ, unto everlasting glory, out of his 
mere free grace and love, without any fore- 
sight of faith or good works, or perseverance 
in either of them, or any other thing in the 
creature, as conditions or causes moving him 
thereunto; and all to the praise of his glo- 
rious grace. 

“As God hath appointed the elect unto 
glory, so hath he, by the eternal and most 
free purpose of his will, fore-ordained all the 
means thereunto. Wherefore, they who are 
elected, being fallen in Adam, are redeemed 
by Christ, are effectually called unto faith in 
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Christ, by his Spirit working in due season; 
are justified, adopted, sanctified, and kept 
by his power through faith unto salvation. 
Neither are there any others redeemed by 
Christ, effectually called, justified, adopted, 
sanctified, and saved, but the elect only. 

“The rest of mankind, God was pleased, 
according to the unsearchable counsel of his 
own will, whereby he extendeth or withhold- 
eth mercy as he pleaseth, for the glory of his 
sovereign power over his creatures, to pass 
by, and to ordain them to dishonor and wrath 
for their sin, to the praise of his glorious 
justice. 

“ Hlect infants dying in infancy, are regen- 
erated and saved by Christ through the 
Spirit, who workcth when, and where, and 
how he pleaseth. So also are all other elect 
persons who are incapable of being outwardly 
called by the ministry of the word.” (See 
Westminster: Confession of Faith, chapters 
ill. and x.) 

From the foregoing, it is evident that the 
following are the leading tenets of the Cal- 
vinistic scheme upon this subject: 

First. That all things, whether great or 
small, whether good or evil, whether they 
relate to angels or men, were, from all eter- 
nity, unalterably fixed and determined. 
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Second. That by this predestination, “some 
men and angels” were elected or chosen to 
everlasting life, and others reprobated or set 
apart to everlasting death. 

Third. That the election of some, and the 
reprobation of others, had no regard to faith 
and obedience on the one hand, or unbelief 
and disobedience on the other, as foreseen 
conditions or causes leading thereunto 

Fourth. That this election and reprobation 
are personal, unconditional, and absolute, inso- 
much that the number of either the elect or 
non-elect can “neither be increased nor 
diminished.” | 

Fifth. That the election of some, and the 
reprobation of others, are the sole causes of 
faith and obedience of the elect on the one 
hand, and of the lack of faith and obedience 
of the reprobate on the other. 

Sixth. That “elect infants” only, dying in 
infaney, are regenerated and saved. 

Now, this doctrine of election and reproba- 
tion, as held by Calvinists, is either true or 
false, and in order that a correct conclusion 
may be reached, we propose to state the 
arguments on both sides of this important 
yuestion. 

(1) The arguments in support of the doctrine. 

The advocates of the Calvinistic theory 

ot 
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endeavor to establish their position by a 
three-fold argument, as follows: 

(a) From the foreknowledge of God. 

Calvinists assume that predestination and 
foreknowledge are the same. “God,” says 
Piscator, “foresees nothing but what he has 
decreed, and his decree precedes his knowl- 
edge.” And Calvin says, “God, therefore, 
foreknows all things that will come to pass, 
because he has decreed that they shall come to 
pass.” Others ask, “ How can an action that 
is really to come to pass be foreseen, if it be 
not determined? God foreknows everything 
from the beginning; but this he could not 
have known, if he had not so determined it.” 

Now, it is a self-evident proposition that 
to know and to decree are distinct operations; 
and to every one acquainted with the common 
definitions of the terms they must convey 
distinct and different ideas. And if these 
are distinct operations in the human mind, 
they must be also in the Divine mind, unless 
it can be shown that these terms, when ap- 
plied to God, have an entirely different mean- 
ing from that by which they are understood 
among men. There is, then, quite a differ- 
ence between knowing and decreeing; and to 
the Calvinistic idea of using these terms 
interchangeably, there are insuperable objec- 


ELECTION AND REPROBATION. 531 


tions. Prescience, or foreknowledge, is an 
essential attribute of Deity. But a deter- 
mination to do this or that is not essential to 
the Divine nature. For aught we can-see, 
God might determine to make a particular 
planet or not to make it, and in either case 
the perfection of his nature is not affected. 
But to know is so essential to him, that the 
moment he ceases to know all that is, or will 
be, or might be, under any possible contin- 
gency, he ceases to be God. Is it not absurd, 
then, to say the least, to make an essential 
attribute of Deity depend upon the 
exercise of his attributes—the Divine 
prescience upon his decrees? Such a 
view makes the exercise of an attribute 
precede the attribute itself; or, in other 
words, the attribute must be exercised, as a 
eause, to bring itself into existence! This, 
as any one can see at a glance, is not only 
absurd but ridiculous. 

But, connected with this view, there is 
another objection equally forcible. If God 
must fore-ordain events in order to know 
them, then, as the cause is in no case depend- 
ent on the effect, the decrees of God must 
be passed and his plan contrived, independ- 
ently of his knowledge, which only had an 
existence as the effect of these decrees! 
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What must be the character of that plan, 
and-of those decrees, which were formed and 
matured without knowledge, we will not 
pause to examine, for the idea borders too 
closely upon the ridiculous to be seriously 
considered. The only solution consistent 
with reason, is to consider that, in the order 
of cause and effect, the exercise of the Divine 
attributes is consequent upon their. existence ; 
and that the plan of the Almighty is the 
result of infinite knowledge; and that the 
decrees of his throne flow forth from the 
eternal fountain of his wisdom. This idea, 
too, accords with the Scriptures. “For 
whom he did foreknow, he also did. .predes- 
tinate to be conformed to the image of his 
“Son.” ‘Hlect according to the foreknowl- 
edge of God the Father.” In’these passages 
predestination and election are most clearly 
founded on foreknowledge. This, therefore, 
must settle the question: God foreknows in 
order to predestinate; but he does not pre- 
destinate in order to foreknow. ; 

But “the foreknowledge of God, it is said, 
is tantamount to a decree; because, inasmuch 
as God cannot be in error, whatever he fore- 
knows must take place—his knowledge 
makes it certain.” This is simply shifting 
the argument, for if God’s knowledge makes 
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an event certain, then fore-ordination is not 
necessary to secure the certainty. But, 
according to this argument, everything con 
tained in the idea of predestination is im 
plied in foreknowledge, which is only throw 
ing the subject back on the ground already 
_ considered, that knowledge and decree are 
the same, an idea which, as we have seen, is 
absurd. Besides, such an idea would make 
the passages which we have quoted worse 
than unmeaning. ‘“ Whom he did foreknow, 
he also did predestinate,” would mean, 
‘Whom he did predestinate, he also did. pre- 
destinate ;”’ and “ Elect according to the fore- 
knowledge of God,” would only mean, “ that 
the decree of election was according to the 
decree of election’”’—the absurdity of which 
is too apparent to need comment. It may 
also be urged, in reply to. this argument, that 
knowledge or foreknowledge cannot, in the 
nature of things, have the least possible 
influence in making an event certain. We 
admit that whatever God foreknows or fore- 
sees will undoubtedly come to pass. “But the 
simple question is, Does the event take place 
because it is foreknown? or is it foreknown 
because it will take place? The question 
thus stated at once suggests the true answer, 
for he would be considered a simpleton who 
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would seriously assert that the knowledge 
of a certainty produced that certainty. We 
might as well assert that the knowledge of 
an eclipse produced that eclipse, or that the 
knowledge of a storm produced that storm. 

Is knowledge an active power, possessing 
an independent existence? Every one knows 
that itis not. It can exist only in the mind 
of'an intelligent being; and, consequently, 
can, in itself, exert no immediate and active 
influence on any event, whether, past, present, 
or future. What effect, for instance, ean 
man’s knowledge of a past, present, or future 
event have upon that event? None what- 
ever. What effect can Divine knowledge 
have upon a past, present, or future event? 
Without hesitation, we answer, None; for 
knowledge, as we have just said, can exist 
only in the mind of an intelligent being. It 
cannot, therefore, in itself, control extraneous 
objects—events past, present, or future. 

Since, then, foreknowledge is not predes- 
tination, and does not, according to Scripture 
or reason, follow predestination as a conse- 
quence, and has no possible influence in 
making an event certain, nu proof can be 
drawn from the Divine prescience in favor 
of the doctrine that ‘“ God fore-ordained what- 
soever comes to pass.” 
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(6) From the necessity of a fixed and defi- 
nite plan. 

“Tt cannot be conceived,” it is said, ‘ that 
God would leave things at random, and have 
no plan.” But such would be the case, we 
are told, if God has not “ fore-ordained what- 
soever comes to pass.” . 

This argument can be easily and_ briefly 
answered, for it assumes what ought to be 
proved, but what has not been proved, and 
never can be proved, viz., that to deny Cal- 
vinistic predestination is to deny that God 
has a perfect plan. We assert that God has 
a plan, and a material part of that plan is to 
govern his responsible subjects without con- 
trolling their will by a fixed decree. Have 
human governments “no plan”? Are the 
actions of the citizens of these governments 
‘“ fore-ordained,” “ predestinated,” ‘ decreed,” 
by their respective governments? No sane 
man will so say, yet these governments all 
have “plans.” Has God less power than 
an earthly sovereign, that he must “ fore- 
ordain whatsoever comes to pass,” in order to 
govern his creatures? Cannot he, like 
earthly rulers, govern his subjects by law? 
Must God convert his subjects into mere 
machines—deprive them of voluntary thought 
und action—in order that he may have a 
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“plan”? If so, then he is less wise than 
human sovereigns, and his subjects are on a 
level with “brutish beasts”! How absurd, 
then, to suppose that the Allwise Ruler of 
the universe will be subject to disappoint- 
ment in his “ plans,” unless he “ fore-ordains 
Whatsoever comes to pass”! The truth is, 
such a view is derogatory both to the power 
and wisdom of God. It is, also, a reflection 
upon the scheme of redemption wrought out 
by Christ, for it is based upon the idea that 
there is not sufficient merit in that plan to 
induce men of their “own free will and 
accord” to embrace it—must, as it were, be 
forced to do so by an “immutable decree”! 
Nor is such a theory at all complimentary to 
man as a rational being, for, to all intents and 
purposes, it deprives him of choice—treats 
him as though he were a moral and intel- 
Jectual imbecile. There is, then, nothing in . 
the “plan of God” to justify Calvinistic 
predestination. | 

(c) From the teachings of the Scriptures. 

The advocates of this system assert that 
the doctrine of Calvinistic election is clearly 
and unmistakably taught in the Word of 
God. If this be the fact, then all contro- 
versy on this point is ended, for, ‘let God be 
true, but every man a liar.” But against this 
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theory we beg leave to enter our unqualified 
protest. The Sacred Scriptures nowhere 
teach that “God fore-ordains whatsoever 
comes to pass,” nor can any man living prove 
that they inculcate such a sentiment. 

The word which we translate election, is, in 
the Greek language, eh-lo-gee, and means 
a choice; and it is derived from the verb 
ck-le-go, which signifies to choose. Now, Jet 
us examine the Scriptures and see the 
different kinds of election which are therein 
taught. 

First. There is a personal election to a 
special office or work. 

Christ was chosen, or elected, to the great 
work of Mediator, that he might enter upon 
the mission of saving an apostate world. 
“ Behold my servant, whom I uphold; mine 
elect in whom my soul delighteth.” (Isa. 
mi f.) 

King Cyrus was also chosen, or elected, for 
the special work of rebuilding the temple. 
(See Isa. xliv. 28; xlv. 1-4.) 

The twelve apostles were elected to their 
peculiar office by the Saviour; and Paul was 
chosen, or elected, to be an apostle to the 
Gentiles. (See Matt. x. 1-4; Luke vi. 13-16; 
Metsix. 15.) j 

Second. There is an election of nations, or 
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bodies of people, to the participation of 
special favors and privileges, for the accom- 
plishment of great good, in reference to 
others as well as to themselves. 
Abraham and his descendants were an- 
ciently chosen as the peculiar people of God, 
to receive a revelation from Heaven, to 
become the conservators of the true worship, 
and to be the means of great and innumer- 
able blessings to the world at large. “The 
Lord hath chosen thee to be a peculiar people 
unto himself, above all the nations that are 
upon the earth.” (Deut. xiv. 2.) The same 
lesson is taught in various places in the 
Scriptures. (See Amos ili. 2; 1 Chron. xvi. 
13; Acts xiii. 7.) Thus we see that the Jews, 
as a nation, were, in a certain sense, an elect, 
chosen,* and peculiar people. But, be it 
observed, this election was to privileges and 
not to salvation—did not absolutely secure the 
salvation of a single soul. The fact is, their 
election, as a nation, had no such design, as 
may be seen from the fact that many of them 
were not saved. To the truth of this decla- 
ration Paul testifies, when he says: “ With 
many of them God was not well pleased, for 
they were overthrown in the wilderness.” 
He specifies that some of them were ‘“idola- 
ters,’ some were ‘fornicators,’ some 
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“tempted Christ,’ and that God “swore in 
his wrath that they should not enter into his 
rest.” These were the “ chosen,” the “ elect,” 
the “peculiar people” of God, but how 
greatly does this election differ from the 
Calvinistic “eternal and unconditional elec- 
tion and reprobation,’ by which the everlast- 
ing destiny of “men and angels” is said to 
be unalterably fixed! 

Third. There is an election in which indi- 
viduals are chosen to everlasting life. 

“ Hlect according to the foreknowledge of 
God the Father, through the sanctification of 
the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of 
the blood of Jesus. Christ.” (1 Peter i. 2.) 
“For whom he did foreknow, he also did 
predestinate to be conformed to the image of 
his Son.” (Rom. viii. 29.) These two pas- 
sages constitute the key to the whole subject 
of personal election to salvation—to everlast- 
ing life. This election, too, is based upon 
the foreknowledge of God. That is, God has 
elected to eternal life those that he foresaw 
would accept the overture of mercy as offered 
in the gospel. This, however, is widely dif- 
ferent from Calvinistie election, for that, as 
their “Standards” teach, is ‘‘ without any 
foresight of faith or good works, or perse- 
verance in either of them, or any other thing 
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in the creature, as conditions or causes mov. 
ing him thereunto.’ This election, too, of 
which we are speaking, is through “ the sane- 
tification of the Spirit and belief of the 
truth.” Now, if they are elected “through 
the sanctification of the Spirit,” they could 
not have been elected till they were sanctified 
by the Spirit, unless we say the end precedes 
the means leading to that end, or that the 
effect precedes the cause, which is perfectly 
absurd. For the same reason, they could not 
have been elected until they had believed the 
truth. 

Under this head, however, Calvinists bring 
forward two or three cases which they ples 
with great vigor. 

“(For the children being not yet born, 
neither having done good or evil, that the 
purpose of God, according to election, might 
stand, not of works, but of him that calleth ;) 
it was said unto her (Rebecca), The elder 
shall serve the younger. As it is written, 
Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated,” . 
(Rom. ix. 11-18.) How any one can extort 
from this passage unconditional personal 
election, we utterly fail to see. Dr. McKnight, 
of Scotland, one of the most learned com- 
mentators of the Calvinistic school, and Prof. 
Stuart, of Andover, one of the finest scholars 
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of the age in which he lived, both take the 
position that the election in this case had 
reference solely to temporal things. The lan- 
guage of the latter is: “The whole refers to 
the bestowment of temporal blessings, and 
the withholding of them’ He also trans- 
lates, “ Esau have I hated,” Hsau have [loved 
less. The former says: “If his (Jacob’s) 
election had been to eternal life, the circum- 
stance of his age ought not to have been 
mentioned, because it had no relation to that 
matter whatever.” He also says: “ What 
God’s hatred of Esau was, is disclosed in the 
words of prophecy which immediately follow, 
namely, ‘and laid his mountains waste. ”’ 
Now, that this election was intended to apply 
to two nations—the posterity of Jacob (the 
Jews) and the posterity of Esau (the Edom: 
ites)—is clearly evident from the language of 
the entire passage. “And the Lord said 
unto her, Two nations are in thy womb, and 
two manner of people shall be separated from 
thy bowels; and the one people shall be 
stronger than the other people; and the elder 
shall serve the younger.’ (Gen. xxv. 23.) 
Instead, then, of referring to Jacob and Hsau 
personally, the evidence of Scripture is posi- 
tive that these names are used in a represen- 
tative sense. To remove all doubt, however, 
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Jet the reader turn to the first chapter of 
Malachi, where it will be seen that the 
nations of Israelitesand Edomites, and not the 
persons of Jacob and Esau, were the subject 
of the prophecy. Hence, there is not in this 
ease a single fact to establish Calvinistic 
election. | 

The advocates of unconditional election 
and reprobation refer with confidence to the 
ease of Pharaoh, and the “potter and the 
clay.’ “For the Scripture saith unto 
Pharaoh, Even for this purpose have I raised 
thee up, that I might show my power in thee, 
and that my name might be declared through- 
out all the earth. Therefore hath he mercy 
on whom he will have mercy, and whom he 
will he hardeneth. Thou wilt say unto me, 
Why doth he yet find fault? For who hath 
resisted his will? Nay but, O man, who 
art thou that  repliest against God? 
Shall the thing formed say to him that 
formed it, Why hast thou made me thus? 
Hath not the potter power over the clay 
of the same lump to make one vessel unto 
honor, and another unto dishonor?” (Rom. 
ix. 17-22.) 

As to the case of Pharaoh, before Calvinists 
can establish their doctrine, they must prove 
tbat. the phrase, “I have raised thee up,” 
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implies, I have created thee; and that the 
phrase, “That I might show my power in 
thee,” implies, That I might eternally punish 
thee. But they can do neither. 

The word here translated “raised up,” is 
ex-e-gi-ra, from ex-e-gi-ro. This word, as all 
scholars know, does not mean to create, but 
to rouse up, or to excite. Both Dr. McKnight 
and Prof. Stuart sustain this view. ‘The 
latter asks, “ What, then, is the sense of 
ex-e-gi-rd, as employed in Hellenistic Greek? 
In the Septuagint it is a very common word, 
being used seventy times. In none of these 
cases does it mean fo create, to produce, to raise 
up, in the sense of bringing into being, ete.; so 
that those who construe ex-e-gi-ra se, I have 
created thee, or brought thee into existence, do 
that which is contrary to the Hellenistic 
method of speaking.” | : 

Dr. McKnight says the phrase “have 
raised thee up,’ means, “have preserved 
thee from the plagues,’ etc. He para- 
phrases the words as follows: “Even for 
this same purpose have I raised thee and 
‘thy people to great celebrity, and have 
upheld you during the former plagues, that 
in punishing you, I might show my power, 
and that my name, as the righteous Governor 
of the world, might be published through 
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all the earth.” This is sufficient, amply 
sufficient, to prove that there is no eternal 
personal reprobation in the “raising up” of 
Pharaoh. 

As to the second feature in this case, 
“that I might show my power in thee,” 
it is evident from the context that no 
reference whatever is had to the eternal 
punishment of this king. The import of 
the phrase, “that I might show my power in 
thee,” is definitely settled by what imme- 
diately follows, “that my name might be 
declared in all the earth.” The grand design 
of the Almighty, then, was not a display of 
lis power in the eternal destruction of 
Pharaoh, but a declaration of his own name 
“throughout all the earth.” Had Pharaoh 
yielded to the influences which were brought 
to bear upon his heart, instead of impiously 
asking, “ Who is the Lord that I should 
serve him?” he might have been the honored 
instrument of proclaiming to his people that 
the God of Israel is the true God. This, 
however, he refused to do; and as God was 
determined to make an exhibition of his 
power “throughout the earth,” he simply 
employed Pharaoh as a willing instrument 
for that purpose. But in all this, there is 
not one word, either expressed or implied, 
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about Pharaoh’s being created, or even 
“raised up,’ that God might display his 
power in his eternal destruction. As to God’s 
“hardening Pharaoh’s heart,” there ean be | 
no doubt as to the true import, of that expres- 
sion. Dr. McKnight says, in speaking of the 
manner in which God hardens the hearts of 
men or of nations, “ He gives them an oppor- 
tunity of hardening themselves, by exercising 
patience and long suffering towards them. 
This is the way God hardened Pharaoh and 
the Egyptians. For when God removed the 
plagues one after another, the Egyptians took 
oceasion from that respite to harden their 
own ‘hearts. © So it is said, ‘But when 
Pharaoh saw that there was a respite, he 
hardened his heart, and hearkened not unto 
them.” (ix. vi. 15.) God, then, no more 
hardened the heart of Pharaoh by a direct 
influence for that particular purpose than 
does an earthly sovereign harden the hearts 
of his incorrigible subjects who utterly disre- 
gard alf law and. authority, and thereby 
invoke merited punishment. 

As’ to the ‘parable of the potter,’ the 
making of “one vessel unto honor, and 
another unto dishonor,” it will be seen by 
comparing the passage in Jeremiah, from 
which the apostle quotes, that there is ne 

30 
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reference whatever to the eternal destiny of 
individuals. The language is clear and. 
explicit, and is by the prophet applied to the 
Jews as a nation and asa kingdom. (See Jer. 
xviii. 1-10.) As will be seen by reading the 
passages referred to, but which sare too 
lengthy to.be quoted here, there is not a 
single sentence or word that can be construed 
to have reference to the election or reproba- 
tion of individuals to eternal life or eternal . 
death, but is intended to teach a conditional 
election and. reprobation of nations in refer- 
ence to the present world. Paul, by referring 
to this, was endeavoring to demonstrate 
to the Jews that they, as a nation, need 
not claim such exclusive privileges, for 
they were in the hands of God as clay 
in the hands of the potter. No. other 
interpretation is at all admissible, for the 
great burden which was upon the apostle’s - 
heart was his “sorrow for his brethren and: 
kinsmen according to the flesh.” (See 
Rom. ix.) 

We have examined the “ stronshel em 
upon which Calvinists rely, and we have 
failed to find a single argument to sustain the 
theory of unconditional personal election to 
eternal life, or unconditional personal reproba- 
tion to eternal death. | 
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(2) The arguments against unconditional elee: 
tion and reprobation. 

~On this point we must be brief. The ee 
lowing, however, is a summary of the argu- 
ments under this head : fe dks 

(a) The doctrine of Calvinistic sean 
makes God the author of sin. | 7 

~The language of the Westminster Coie ' 
sion of Faith is: “God did from all eternity, » 
by the most wise and holy counsel of his own 
will, freely and unchangeably ordain whatso- 
ever comes to pass.’ (See chap. iti. sec. 1.) 
Now, it 1s most: certain that sin “does come to’. 
pass,” hence, according to. the doctrine here’ 
taught, God must be the author of sin! Let 
the reader carefully note the word “ whatso- : 
ever.’ This embraces everything—from : the: 
least to the greatest event that.can happen— ~ 
every motive, every desire, every inclination; 
every act of the whole human race, whether: 
virtuous or vicious! It is true, the same: 
book, in the same chapter and section, adds, 
“ Yet, so as thereby neither is God the author 
of sin, nor :s violence offered to the will of. 
the creatures, nor is the liberty or contingency | 
of second causes taken away, but rather 
established.” But what good does that “ yet, 
soas” do? Itis simply an assertion without | 
proof. If God has ordained “ whatsoever’ 
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comes to pass,” and as sin does “come to 
pass,’ how can it be said, according to this 
theory, “neither is God the author of sin”? 
Says Calvin, “I will not seruple to own 
that the will of God lays a necessity on all 
things.’ He also says, “Adam sinned 
because God so ordained.” Again, “ Every 
action and motive of every creature is gov- 
erned by the hidden counsel of God.” 

Calvinists, it is true, deny that God is the 
author of sin, because, they say,.“ God neces- 
sitates them to the act, and not to the deprav- 
ity of sin;” or, that ‘‘ God does not sin when 
he makes men sin, because fe is under no 
law, and, therefore, cannot sin.” But these 
are miserable shifts and subterfuges. Has 
not the deformity of sin “cote to pass’? 
Then God has decreed this deformity. To 
deny this, is to yield the doctrine. But to 
acknowledge it, is to own that God is as 
much the author of the deformity as he is of 
the act. According to this theory, then, is 
not God the direct procuring cause of sin? 
A thousand ‘yet, so ases”’ cannot change the 
conclusion, for, according to Calvinism, the 
fiat of God brought forth sin as certainly as 
it made the world. From such a doctrine 
the mind instinctively and abhorrently turns 
away. 
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(0) This theory of predestination destroys 
the free agency and, of course, the account- 
ability of raan. 

That it does destroy “free will,” has been 
acknowledged by many of the Aika of 
this system. Mr. Southey, in his Life of 
Wesley, says that the Calvinists of the “old 
school” called this doctrine of free-will, “ 
cursed doctrine,’ ‘the most God-dishonor- 
ing and soul-destroying doctrine of the day,” 
“one of the prominent features of the beast,” 
“the enemy of God,’ ‘the offspring of the 
wicked one,” “the insolent brat of hell.” 
Others, and the greater part of the Calvinists 
of the present day, endeavor to reconcile the 
ideas of necessity and free agency. Man, they 
say, sins voluntarily, because he chooses or 
wills to sin; therefore he is a free agent. 
Hence, they exhort sinners to repent, and tell 
them that they can repent if they will. By 
which: they say, the only impossibility of 
their repenting is in their will—their cannot 
is their will not. This has misled many, for 
there is a great deal of sophistry contained 
in this dexterous coil of words. According to 
Calvinism, God secures the end as well as the 
means, by his decree of predestination, and, 
therefore, as Mr. Calvin says, “every action 
and motion of every creature is governed: by 
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‘the hidden counsel of God.” -The will, there- 
fore, in all its operations, is governed and 
irresistibly controlled by some secret impulse, 
gome fixed and all-controlling arrangement. 
It i is altogether futile, then, to talk about free 
figency under such a constitution, for, accord- 
ing to this theory, the very spring af motion 
to the whole intellectual machinery is under 
the influence of a secret, invincible power. 
The will, therefore, must choose as that power 
directs, for it is in the hand of Omnipotence 
that urges it on. Man, then, can act as he 
wills, but the whole responsibility consists in 
the volition, and this is the result of God’s 
propelling power. He wills as he is made to 
will; he chooses as he must choose, for the 
immutable decree of Jehovah is upon him! 
Now, we ask, can a man, upon the known 
and universally ;.Cleabirledred principles of 
responsibility, be accountable for such voli- 
tion? It is argued, we know, that man is 
responsible because he feels that he acts freely, 
and that he might have done otherwise. In 
reply, we would answer, This is a good argu- 
‘ment, on our side of the question, to prove 
‘that men are free; but, on the Calvinistie 
ground, it only proves that God has deceived 
us—has made us feel that we might do other- 
“wise, but he knows we cannot, for he has deter- 
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mined that we shall not! So that, in reality, 
this argument makes the system still more 
objectionable; for, while it does not change 
the fact in the case, it virtually attributes 
deception to the Almighty! Nothing can be 
plainer than that, if all the actions of a man 
are absolutely and unconditionally decreed 
from all eternity, it is simply impossible for 
him to act otherwise than he does. And if 
man is necessarily determined to act precisely 
as he does, he cannot be free to act difter- 
ently; and if so, he cannot be a free agent. 
A moral agent, to be free, must be possessed 
of a self-determining: principle; if not, then 
he is nothing more than a machine—is no 
more responsible for his course of conduct 
than a falling stone which moves in accord- 
ance with the necessary laws of gravitation. - 
(c) The Calvinistic theory is inconsistent 
with the justice of God. 
~ No just government can punish an indi- 
vidual for doing what he never had the power 
to avoid. Such conduct would be universally 
execrated as the basest tyranny. According 
to Calvinism, however, it is impossible for 
any man to act differently from what he does. 
For, remember, “God ordains whatsoever 
comes to pass,” and every “action and motion 
‘of every creature is governed by the hidden 
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counsel of God.” Now, the reprobate never 
had it in their power to embrace the gospel 
or to avoid sinning, for, according to the 
Westminster Confession of Faith, God has 
“passed them by, and ordained them to dis- 
honor and wrath.” If, then, they are pun- 
ished for the rejection of the gospel and the 
commission of sin, they are punished for 
what they never had the power to avoid; and 
such punishment is not in accordance with 
justice, but is an infliction of tyranny. 
Hence, it is clear that Calvinism is irrecon- 
eilable with the justice of God. 

(d) Such a scheme: arrays God’s secret 
decrees against his revealed word. 

God commands men not to sin, and yet 
ordains that they shall sin. In his Word, he 
sets before them, in striking relief, motives 
of fear and of hope, for the express purpose, 
as he informs us, “that they sin not;” but, 
by his predestination and “secret counsel,” 
he irresistibly impels them to an opposite 
course for the express purpose, as this 
doctrine informs us, of securing their trans- 
gression. His rule of action, therefore, is in 
direct opposition to our rule of duty. And 
yet he is the author of both! Is God at war 
with himself, or is he sporting and trifling 
with his creatures? Or is it not more prob- 
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able than either, that the premises are false? 
When or where has God ever taught us that 
he has two opposing wills? In his Word, we 
are taught that he is “of one mind ”—that 
“his ways are equal;” and who can doubt 
it? As a solution to the difficulty, we are 
told that this “seeming contradiction ” 1s one 
of the “mysteries” of God. But it is nota 
seeming contradiction, it is a real one; not an 
insolvable mystery, but a palpable absurdity. 
The theory, when properly interpreted, is: 
God prohibits the sinful act—God ordains 
the sinful act; God wills the salvation of 
all—God has decreed that all shall not be 
saved. When the mind can embrace such 
contradictory propositions, then it can believe 
that light is darkness and heat is cold! 

(ce) Such a scheme makes God a partial 
being. 

The whole human race was represented in 
Adam. In him they were to stand or fall. 
In the “day of trial” he fell, and thereby 
involved all of his descendants in a state of 
sin. The whole race, therefore, stood in 
precisely the same relation to God—all were 
sinners. Now, according to this theory, God 
selected a certain part to be saved and a 
certain part to be damned. According to the 
view which we are combating, the former 
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were chosen “without any foresight of faith 
or good works.” They, then, were chosen tc 
eternal life, not because they possessed any 
claims whatever over those who were, accord- 
ing to the same theory, “passed by and 
ordained to dishonor and wrath,” but because 
of “his (God’s) free grace.and love.” That 
1s, God “ elects” a part of the human family 
to eternal life for “the praise of his glorious 
grace;” and “reprobates’ to eternal death 
the remaining portion for ‘‘the praise of. his 
‘glorious justice.” Now, if this is not par- 
tiality, by what name can it be called? Who 
can believe such a theory? What would be 
thought of an earthly father who would 
select a part of his own children for special 
favors and honors and. “ pass by” the others, 
who were equally meritorious, and consign 
them to infamy and disgrace? 

-(f) This theory necessarily inet the 
idea of infant damnation 

If this “ election,’ of which we are speak- 
ing, took place “ before the foundation of the 
world was laid,” as Calvinism teaches, then it 
occurred before the human _ race had an 
existence. And if so, then the doom of 
every human being born into the world was 
‘as certainly and unalterably fixed at birth as. 
it could possibly be at death. Infants, then, 
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are born into the world either ‘élect” or 
“ non-elect,’ and no difference when non-elect 
‘persons die, whether in infancy or in old.age, 
they will certainly be lost! Repugnant as 
this conclusion is, yet the framers of .the 
Westminster Confession of Faith must have 
indorsed it, for they say, ‘lect infants 
dying in infancy, are regenerated and saved 
by Christ through the Spirit, who worketh 
when,and where, and how he pleaseth.” 

Note the language, ‘elect infants,’ ete. 
If there are “elect infants,” there must be 
non-elect infants, else the expression has no 
meaning. The fact is, if the doctrine of Cal- 
-vinistic election and reprobation be true, 
then, to be consistent with their theory, the 
adherents of that system ought to teach that 
all non-elect infants are lost. Instead, then, 
of trying to evade the doctrine of “infant 
damnation,’ as our Presbyterian friends do, 
why do they not simply say that such a doc- 
trine is in perfect accord with the theory of 
“election” as taught by them? In other 
words, why may not God just as well punish 
an infant as to punish an adult, inasmuch as 
an adult, if he is of the number that has 
been “passed by,” is just as helpless as an 
infant—can no more believe in Christ than 
tan an infant; nor is he one whit more 
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responsible for not believing, if this doctrine 
of “elect infants” is true? 

(g) The Calvinistic scheme of election is 
irreconcilable with the sincerity of God. 

To be convinced of this, it is necessary 
only to consider the general invitations, com- 
mands, and exhortations of the gospel. 
With what earnestness is it proclaimed, *‘ Ho! 
every one that thirsteth, come ye to the 
waters;” ‘Let the wicked forsake his Way, 
and the unrighteous man his thoughts;” 
“Say unto them, As [ live, saith the Lord 
God, I have no pleasure in the death of the 
wicked; but that the wicked turn from his 
way and live: turn ye, turn ye, for why will 
ye die, O house of Israel?” 

Now, in all eandor, we ask, How ean such 
invitations and entreaties as the foregoing, 
together with the “thousand and one more” 
of similar import, be reconciled with Calvin- 
istic election? Can God in sincerity com- 
mand those to obey who have no more power 
to obey than to create a world? Can he in 
sincerity offer salvation to those for whom he 
has never provided it? Can he entreat “to 
come unto him and be saved” those whom he 
has never designed to save, and whose salva- 
tion he knows to be absolutely impossible ; 
and that through no fault of theirs, but by his 
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own eternal decree, according to his sovereign 
will? ‘These questions are too self-evident to 
need an answer. 

(A) It puts a plea into the mouths of sin- 
ners to justify themselves in their sins, and 
leads to infidelity. , 

They reason thus: Whatever God decrees 
is according to his will, and therefore right, 
and God will not punish his creatures for 
doing right. Whatever God decrees is 
unavoidable, and God will not punish his 
creatures for that which is unavoidable. But, 
according to Calvinism, “every action and 
motion of every creature is governed by the 
hidden counsel of God.” ‘Therefore, God 
will not punish any of his creatures for any 
of their acts. Now, who can point out any 
fallacy in this reasoning? If, therefore, Cal- 
vinistic predestination be true, then Univer- 
salism is true, according to the acknowledged 
principles of justice. 

Other objections might be presented, but 
surely these are sufficient, or ought to be, to 
convinee any one that this feature of Calvin- 
ism will not stand the test of reason and 
Scripture. 
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Question 1. What can you_say of the controversy on 
this subject ? 

2. Is it probable that there will ever be harmony of — 
sentiment on this point ? 
3. What are the terms employed to express the idee 
in controversy ? 

2 How are they used i in this chapter? - 

5. Can you give an outline of this feature of Calvin- 
ism? First? Second? . Third? -Fourth? Fifth? Siath? — 

6. What is the first general point of inquiry? - . 

7. (a) What is the first argument relied upon to prove 
this doctrine? 

8. Do Calvinists assume that predestination and fore- 
knowledge are the same? Give the authorities. | 

9. Is there a difference between knowing and decreeing ? 
Prove it. 

10. Is knowledge an essential attribute of God? Show 
why. ae 
11. Can an essential attribute be made to depend upon . 
the exercise of his other attributes? Show why not. _ 

12. Must God fore-ordain events in order to know — 
them? Show why not. 

13. What of a plan formed and matured without 
knowledge? 
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14, What is the only consistent solution of this point? 
15. Show that this solution corresponds with Script-. 
ure. : , : 

-16. From these scriptures, on what are predestination 
and election founded? Explain. . 

17. Is the foreknowledge of God tantamount to a 
decree? Show why it is not. 

18. What effect would such a view have upon the 
passages of Scripture just quoted ? 

19. Can knowledge or foreknowledge make an event 
certain? Explain in full. 

20. Can knowledge affect an event, past, present, or 
future? Show why it cannot. 

21. (b) What is the second argument relied on? . 

22. What. does this argument assume? mee in 
full. 

23. Can you illustrate by reference to human govern- 
ments? Explain in full. 

24. Upon what is this argument based ? 

25. Is it derogatory to God and man? Explain i in full. 

26. (c) What is the third argument? 

27. Do the Scriptures teach that “ God fore-ordains 
whatsoever comes ta pass ?”’ 

26. From what is the word election derived? Explain 
in full. 

29. Do the Seriptures speak of different kinds of 
election ? 

30. Give the jirst—personal, and explain. 

31. Give the second—national, and explain in full. 

32. What of the election of Abraham and his descend- | 
ants ? 

33. Was it to privileges or to salvation ? Explain. 

34. Give the third—individual election to eternal life 
Quote the scriptures referred to. 
35. Do these passages constitute the key to the subject 
of personal election ? 
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36. On what is this personal election founded? Ex- 
plain in full. 

37. Give the first case mentioned on which Calvinists 
rely. Explain the case of Jacob and Esau in full. Give 
authorities for this explanation. 

38. Was it national or personal? Explain in full. 

39. Give the case of Pharaoh, and explain in full. 

40. Explain the phrase ‘‘raised up,” and show how 
Dr. McKnight and Prof. Stuart explain the passage. 

41. Is there anything in this case bearing upon the 
salvation of Pharaoh’s soul? Explain. 

42. Explain the “parable of the potter.” Give this 
in full, and show its import. 

43. What is the second general head in this discus- 
sion ? 

44. (a) What is the first objection urged to this doc- 
trine? Quote Westminster Confession of Faith, and 
show that it does make God the author of sin. 

45. Give the words of Calvin. 

46. Expose the quibble to which Calvinists resort. 

47. (b) What is the second objection? Show that it 
does destroy the free agency of man. Explain in full. 

48. (c) What is the third objection? Show that Cal- 
vinism is inconsistent with the justice of God. 

49. (d) What is the fourth objection? Show that it 
involves a conflict between God’s decrees and his word. 

50. (e) What is the fifth objection? Show that it does 
make God a partial being. 

51. (f) What is the sixth objection? Show that it 
involves infant damnation. 

52. (g) What is the seventh objection? Show that it 
cannot be reconciled with the sincerity of God. 

538. (hk) What is the eighth objection. Explain this 
point in full. 


CHAPTER: XXXT. 
PRP ALYSE Wes 


No duty is more frequently and urgently 
enjoined in the Sacred Scriptures than that 
of prayer. The truth is, a religion without 
prayer would not be adapted to fallen man— 
would fail to cultivate and develop that feel- 
ing of dependence which should characterize 
a sinful yet confiding worshiper. This is a 
universally recognized principle; for all re- 
ligions, whether true or false, enjoin prayer 
as a fundamental duty. 

(1) The nature of prayer. 

Dr. Webster defines prayer in a general 
sense as “an act of asking for a favor.” But 
‘in worship,” he defines it as a solemn address 
to the Supreme Being, consisting of adoration, 
or an expression of our sense of God’s glori- 
ous perfections, confession of our sins, suppli- 
cation for merey and forgiveness, intercession 
for blessings on others, and thanksgiving, or 
an expression of gratitude, to God for his 


mercies and benefits. 
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Prayer is, then, a communion with God. 
“Tt is,’ as the martyr Bradford expresses it, 
“a simple, unfeigned, humble, and ardent 
offering of the heart before God, wherein we 
either ask things needful, or give thanks for 
benefits received.” Unless the heart (and by 
the word heart we mean the moral affections) 
is enlisted there can be no acceptable prayer. 
“The true worshipers,” says the Saviour, 
“shall worship the Father in spirit and in 
truth, for the Father seeketh such to worship 
him.” (John iv. 23.) 

Prayer, then, is not the mere posture of the 
body. A man may kneel until he wears out 
the stones; like the Mohammedans, he may 
put himself into every variety of position— 
throw himself on the earth, and lic in the 
dust; like the Arab, he may put on sackeloth 
and ashes; or, like the monks of modern 
times, kneel until his “knees become horny,” 
and yet never pray at all! . 

Nor is prayer the mere expression of the 
lips. A man may repeat a hundred times in 
a day that comprehensive and affecting prayer 
which our blessed Master has taught us to 
use, or he may say, “My soul thirsteth for 
thee, my flesh longeth after thee,’ and yet 
not offer up one petition which God will hear 
and answer. 
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— does it consist In “excelleney of utter- 
ance.” . In this respect, many seem to have a 
“peculiar gift,’ can pour out fluently, perspie- 
uously, and at length, a multitude of words; 
but both the mind and the tongue may be 
thus employed, while the heart neither feels 
the sentiments expressed, nor longs for the 
blessings implored. A forcible illustration of 
this thought is found in the case of the Phari- 
see and publican. (See Luke xviii. 1-14.) 

Having made the preceding statements, we 
are now prepared to make inquiry as to the 
constituent elements of acceptable prayer ac- 
cording to the Scriptures. This we will do 
in a summary way. 

(a) It must be in the name of Christ. 

The Saviour himself says, “ Whatsoever ye 
shall ask in my name, that will Ido.” (John 
xiv. 13.) There isa depth of meaning in this 
expression which is often overlooked. This 
passage means that we are not only to ap- 
proach God through Christ, but through the- 
name of the latter. That is, our petitions 
must go to the throne of the Father with the 
name of Christ indorsed, so to speak, upon 
those petitions. To illustrate: an insolvent 
debtor, who has squandered his estate by 
“riotous living,’ may petition a bank until 
doomsday for pecuniary favors, but he utterly 
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fails, and the reason why he fails is, he has 
no standing in a pecuniary point of view—is 
hopelessly involved already in that bank. 
But, worthless as he is within himself, if he 
will draw a note, and induce some man of 
great wealth to indorse it, that very bank in 
which he had no personal standing, will grant 
his request—will relieve his distress. It is 
the name of the zndorser, however, that se- 
cures the favor. It is just so with man jn his 
fallen estate. He is a moral bankrupt—is, in 
that respect, wholly insolvent at the bank of 
heaven, but Jesus Christ is infinitely solv- 
ent, and his credit, so to speak, in that bank, 
is without limit. Whenever, therefore, an 
humble petitioner, though he be a moral beg- 
gar, presents a petition which Christ can 
indorse, then the inexhaustible treasures of 
heaven’s bank are at his command. Bearing 
this thought in mind, we can readily see why 
so few of our prayers are answered—they are 
not offered in the name of Christ. In brief, 
he does not indorse them, consequently they 
do not even reach that great Directory that 
controls and supervises the exchequer of 
heaven. 

(6) It must be in humility. 

This is essential to acceptable prayer. 
“Every one that is proud in heart is an. 
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abomination to the Lord.’ (Prov. xvi. 5.) 
God says: ‘ Him that hath a high look and 
a proud heart will not I suffer.” (Ps. ci. 5.) 
Peter teaches the same thing when he says, 
“ Be clothed with humility; io God detesteth 
the proud, and giveth grace to the humble.” 
(1 Pet. v. 5.) Our blessed Saviour inculcated 
the same sentiment when he sat a little 
child in the midst of the disciples, saying: 
** Whosoever, therefore, shall humble himself 
as this little child, the same is greatest.in the 
kingdom of heaven.” (Matt. xvii. 4.) The 
parable of the publican teaches the same 
thing. (See Luke xvii. 9-14.) 

(c) Another element of acceptable prayer 
is submission or resignation to the Divine 
will. | Ss 

God knows what is best for us. Often, no 
doubt, we ask for things which we ought not 
to have. It is, then, for our good that our 
prayers are not always answered., Children 
frequently implore their earthly parents for 
things which would be harmful instead of 
beneficial. So with even the best of Chris- 
4ians; they, in their short-sightedness, ask 
God for favors which would prove a curse in- 
stead of a blessing. A good illustration of 
this is found in the case of Paul when he 
‘prayed for the removal of “the thorn in the 
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flesh.’ God did not grant the request, be- 
cause it was best for the Apostle that it should 
not. be granted. (See 2 Cor. xii, 7-9.) The 
conduct of. David, too, when his child was 
sick, beautifully illustrates the grace of sub- 
mission or resignation. He prayed and fasted 
until the child died, but as soon as he learned 
the will of God, he became perfectly submis- 
sive. (See 2 Sam. xii. 15-23.) In a word, in 
all our prayers, it is either expressed or im- 
plied, or should be, that we ask for things 
according to the will of God, otherwise our 
petitions will not be regarded. A beggar at 
the feet of his sovereign should not assume 
the attitude of a dictator. 

(¢) Faith is another essential element. — 

On this point the Bible is as explicit as it is 
possible to be. The Saviour has. promised, 
saying: ‘ All things whatsoever ye shall ask 
in prayer, believing, ye shall receive.” (Matt. 
xxi. 22.) James says: “If any of you lack 
wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveth to 
all men liberally, and upbraideth not, and it 
shall be given him. But let him ask in faith, 
nothing wavering; for he that wavereth is 
like a wave of the sea driven with the wind 
and tossed.” (Jamesi. 5,6.) Again, Paul 
says: “ But without faith it is impossible to 
please him; for he that cometh to God must 
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believe that he is, and that he is a rewarder of 
them that diligently seek him.” (Heb. xi. 6.) 
These Scriptures prove beyond the possibility 
of doubt that faith is an essential element of 
acceptable prayer. 

In this connection, it is not out of place to 
briefly notice a few objections which are 
sometimes urged against the performance of 
this duty. 

First. All things are sone and gov- 
erned by an unalterable decree of God, and 
as this decree was made “from before the 
foundation of the world,” prayer can have no 
influence in changing or altering these events. 

The objection would be simply unanswer- 
able if the position upon which it is founded 
were true, but we have seen in the previous 
chapter that such a theory is contrary both to 
reason and to- Scripture. The objection, 
therefore, amounts to nothing, for it is found- 
ed upon an assumption—an assumption which 
is abhorrent to all our ideas of the government 
of God. 

Second. As our Heavenly Father is infi- 
nitely wise and good, he will bestow upon his 
creatures the things they need, whether they 
ask for them or not. 

This objection “begs the question.” How 
do we know that God will bestow upon us 
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the things which we need, without our asking 

tor them? Does the Bible authorize such an 
assertion? If so, where can the chapter and 
verse be found? The language of scripture 
is, “Ask, and ye shall receive,” but noted 
single passage, properly interpreted, author- 
izes us to adopt the theory which the objection 
inculcates.. Indeed, were he to bestow upon 
his children all the blessings which they need, 
without their asking, then he would not be 
the wise Sovereign which the Bible represents 
him as being, nor could they possibly have 
that feeling of love and gratitude which 
should exist. in the mind and heart of every 
“true worshiper.’ The truth is, the bestowal 
of favors, except in answer to prayer, would 
beget a feeling of indifference, not to say of 
ingratitude. 

Third. The laws of nature are unchange- 
able, and prayer which proposes to interfere 
with them amounts to nothing. 

This objection, hkewise, ‘begs the ques- 
tion.” How do we know that the laws of 
nature are unchangeable? Who can prove 
that they are? God has changed them time 
and again, as the Scriptures teach, and he did 
-so, too, in answer to prayer. Hvery miracle 
recorded in the Bible is a “change of the 
laws of nature,” for the time being. But, to 
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answer prayer ordinarily, it is not necessary 
to change these fixed laws. Godisa spiritual 
as well as a temporal sovereign, and of course 
he has the right to decide upon what terms 
these spiritual blessings shall be bestowed. 
This law, as we have seen, is “Ask, and ye 
shall receive.’ The condition, then, of the 
bestowal of these blessings is “ashking;” hence, 
the petitioner is acting in accordance with 
“law”? when he makes his wants known to 
his Heavenly Father. But suppose it were 
necessary to “suspend the laws of nature” in 
order to answer prayer, are we to conclude 
that such a thing is impossible? Why so? 
Who made the laws of nature? Cannot the 
God that made them suspend them? Is any 
thing too great for God to do? Can he not 
as. easily restore the dead as preserve the 
living? Can he not as easily restore the 
withered arm, as wither the healthy one? 
Can he not as easily send the ravens to feed 
his prophets, as feed the ravens themselves? 
From the foregoing it will be seen that the 
objections to prayer, when properly analyzed, 
amount to nothing. That God has com- 
manded the duty, and promised the blessing, 
is an answer which, with every sincere be- 
liever, shall silence every cavil and remove 
every doubt, and with the most unshaken 
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confidence, relying on the truth of God’s 
word, his language will be: ‘ Hear, O Lord, 
when I cry with my voice; have mercy also 
upon me, and answer me. When thou saidst, 
Seek ye my face; my heart said unto thee, 
Thy face, Lord, will ITseck.” (Ps. xxvu. 7, 8.) 

(2) The persons who should pray, and for 
whom. 

On this point the Scriptures are very ex- 
plicit. ‘He spake a parable unto them to ~ 
this end, that men ought always to pray, and 
not to faint.” (Luke xvii. 1.) ‘I will there- 
fore that men pray everywhere, lifting up 
holy hands without wrath and doubting.” 
(1 Tim. 1. 8.)  These* are sufficient to prove 
that all men are'required to pray. Some tell 
us, however, that a sinner is nowhere com- 
manded to pray for himself, nor are Christians 
under any obligation to pray for him. Both 
of these positions are in direct conflict with 
the plain teachings of the Scriptures. 

In support of the proposition that a sinner 
has a right to pray for himself, we introduce 
four cases of Bible record. 

First. The case of Saul of Tarsus. 

Saul was one of the worst sinners of his 
day—was a vile and relentless persecutor of 
Christians. But, when under conviction, he 
prayed, and he prayed fervently, too. As 
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proof positive upon this point, the Saviour 
tells us that he prayed. (See Acts ix. 1-18.) 
The narrative is clear and explicit, too, that he 
prayed before he was converted—before he 
became a Christian, for tne scales did not fall 
from his eyes until after Ananias went to him, 
and yet before he did go, the Saviour said, 
“ Behold, he prayeth.” 

Second. The case of the publican. 

That he was a sinner, the parable plainly 
teaches, and his prayer proves the same 
thing—“God be merciful to me a sinner.” 
(See Luke xviii. 9-14.) The Saviour says of 
him, “I tell you this man went down to his 
house justified rather than the other.” Here, 
then, is the case of another sinner who prayed, 
and his prayer was answered—he was “‘justi- 
fied,’ saved. : 

Third. The thief on the cross. 

Surely no one will deny that he was a sin- 
ner. Indeed, so vile was he, that the laws of 
the country had condemned him to the most 
ignominious death—the death of the cross. 
But, in the hour of dissolution, he turned to 
the Saviour and said, “‘ Lord, remember me 
when thou comest into thy kingdom.” The 
answer to that prayer was, “To-day shalt 
thou be with me in paradise.” (Luke xxil. 
42, 43.) 
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Fourth. The case of Simon. 

It is said by some that Simon was a Chris- 
tian—at least had been one and had ‘ back- 
slidden.” He certainly was not a Christian 
at the time Peter rebuked him, for he said to 
him, “ Repent, therefore, of this thy wicked- 
ness, and pray God if perhaps the thought of 
thine heart may be forgiven thee, for I perceive 
that thou art in the gall of bitterness, and in 
the bond of iniquity.” (Acts viii. 22, 28.) 
Nor is there any evidence that he ever had 
been a true Christian, for the record shows 
that he was an entire stranger to the Holy 
Ghost. But, wicked as he was, Peter urged 
him to pray. Now, if it is wrong for a sinner 
to pray, then Peter, who was an inspired 
Apostle, gave very improper advice! Whe 
can believe such an absurdity ?. 

To sustain the position that Christians have 
aright to pray for a sinner, we submit the 
following scriptures: ‘And all the people 
said unto Samuel, Pray for thy servants unte 
the Lord thy God, that we die not: for we 
have added unto all our sins this evil, to ask 
usa king.” (1 Sam. xii. 19.) Now, if Sam- 
uel had no right to pray for those wicked, 
miserable sinners, he would have acted very 
wickedly in so doing. But hear his own 
words: “Moreover, as for me, God forbid 
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that I should sin against the Lord in ceasing 
fommpray. tor you. (1 Sam. xi. 23.) +The 
prophet, therefore, instead of considering jit 
wrong to pray for them, felt that he would 
be acting very wickedly if he “ceased” to 
pray for them. 

Pray for them which despitefully use you 
and persecute you.” (Matt. v. 44.) This is 
the language of Christ himself, the great 
teacher. Who can be a worse sinner than 
one who despitefully uses and persecutes a 
Christian? But, according to the teaching 
of Christ, the Christian is under obligation 
to pray for all such. 

“T exhort, therefore, that first of ah sup- 
plications, prayers, a giving of thanks be 
made for all men.’ (1 Tim. un. 1.) These 
words cannot be misunderstood by any honest 
inquirer after the truth. Yet, according to 
their clear and unmistakable import, Chris- 
tians are to pray for all men—for lars, 
drunkards, murderers, thieves. Many similar 
passages could be presented, but these are 
sufficient. If, then, we have not proved that 
awsinner has aright to pray for himself, and 
that a Christian has a right to pray for him, 
surely words can have no meaning. Whence, 
then, comes this objection to prayer? Surely 
it must be the result of human pride, or tke 
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invention of the devil. It has no place in 
the word of God, nor should it receive the 
least countenance from good men. 

(8) The reasons why we showld pray. 

To assign all the reasons which might be 
given for the performance of this duty, and 
to elaborate them, would extend this chapter 
beyond proper limits. We will, therefore, 
present only a few of the more prominent, 
and will do that as briefly as practicable. 

(a) Prayer is a natural and reasonable act. 

The first feeling of the mind, and the: 
natural expression of that feeling in any 
alarming emergency, is an act of prayer to 
God. (See Jonaha. 5, 6.) It is both natural 
and reasonable, for man is not an independent 
being; he is created by another, and he is 
altogether dependent on his Creator. It is, 
then, just as natural for man to pray as it is 
for weakness to lean upon strength, and for 
ignorance to trust to the guidance of wisdom. — 

(6) God has expressly commanded us to 
pray. 

The Saviour declares, “ Men ought always 
to pray, and not to faint.” (Luke xviii. 1.) 
Paul exhorts, “I will therefore that men pray 
everywhere, lifting up holy hands.” (1 Tim. 
ii. 8.) Testimonies to this effect might be 
almost indefinitely multiplied. (See Eph. vi. 
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18; Phil. iv. 6; Rom. xii. 12; Col. iv. 2; Matt. 
iv. 9.) The great God, then, who made 
heaven and earth, and before whom we will 
all stand in judgment, positively requires this 
duty. 

(c) It is necessary to salvation. 

Of course we do not include. infants and 
idiots in this remark. But if a sinner who 
has arrived at the years of responsibility can 
be saved without prayer, we know not where 
the scripture can be found which authorizes 
such a belief. It is not absolutely needful to 
salvation that aman should read the Bible, 
for he may have no learning, or he may be 
blind. Nor is it indispensable that a man 
should hear the public preaching of the gos- 
pel, for he may live where it is not preached, 
or he may be bedridden, or deaf. But the 
same thing cannot be said in regard to prayer. 
It is absolutely necessary that he should pray. 
Others may pray for him, and it is right that 
they should do so, but he must pray for him- 
self, or he never can be saved. There are 
some things which cannot be done by proxy. 
No man can get the alphabet learned for him 
by another. No man can eat, drink, or sleep 
by proxy. Itis just so with prayer that saves 
the soul, it must be offered by the person him- 
self, else he will inevitably be lost. God gives 
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many blessings indiscriminately to good and 
to bad men, but pardon and salvation are 
promised only to those who pray. 

(d) It is the surest sign of a Christian. 

In this respect all the children of God on 
earth are alike. From the moment there is 
any life and reality about religion, they pray. 
As the first sign of life in an infant when 
born into the world is the act of breathing, 
so the first act of men and women when they 
are’ “born again,’ is ‘praying. The brief 
biographies that are given of the prominent 
men in Bible-times show that they were men 
of prayer. Christ himself has set his stamp 
on prayer as the best proof of true conversion. 
When he sent Ananias to Saul in Damascus, 
he gave him no other evidence of his change 
of heart than this, “ Behold, he prayeth.” (Acts 
ix. 11.) A man may preach from false mo- 
tives. A man may write books, and seem 
diligent in good works, and yet be a Judas 
Iscariot. But a man seldom goes into his 
closet and pours out his soul before God, un- 
- less he is in earnest. 

(e) It is the true secret to eminent holiness. 

- Without controversy there is a vast differ- 
ence among true Christians. There is an 
immense interval between the foremost and 
the hindmost in the army of God. They are 
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all fighting the same good fight, but how 
much more valiantly some fight than others. 
They are all doing the Lord’s work, but how 
much more some do than others. They are 
all running the same race, but how much 
faster some get on than others. Now what 
makes this difference? There is but one 
answer—prayer. Some grow like the grass 
after the invigorating shower. They press 
on like Gideon—though sometimes faint, yet 
always pursuing. Every time we see them 
their hearts seem larger, and their spiritual 
stature taller and stronger. Others. seem 
never to make any progress. They are born 
again, but they remain babes all their lives. 
They have got inside the fold, but there they 
he down and get no further. They are pil- 
grims indeed, but pilgrims like the Gibeonites 
of old—their bread is always dry and moldy; 
their shoes always old and rusty; and their 
garments always rent and torn. Now, prayer 
is the chief cause of this difference. 
_ (f) Prayer is the greatest power of which 
we can conceive, save God himself. | 
Nothing seems to be too great, too hard, or 
too difficult for prayer to do. It has obtained 
things that seemed impossible and out of 
reach. It has won victories over fire, air, 
earth, and water. Prayer divided the Red 
37 
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Sea. Prayer brought water from the rock 
and bread from heaven. Prayer made the 
sun stand still. Prayer brought fire from the 
sky on Elijah’s sacrifice. Prayer turned the 
counsel of Ahithophel into foolishness. Prayer 
overthrew the army of Sennacherib. Hence, 
well might Mary, Queen of Scots, say, “I 
tear John Knox’s prayers more than an army 
of ten thousand men.” 

(4) The different kinds of prayer. 

On this point we must be brief, for we have 
already occupied more space than we intended 
to appropriate to this chapter. 

(a) Private or secret prayer. 

This duty is not only sanctioned by the ex- 
ample of the prophets, the apostles, and the 
pious of all ages, and of Christ himself, but 
by express precept. The Saviour says, “ But 
thou, when thou prayest, enter into thy 
closet, and when thou hast shut thy door, pray 
to thy Father which is in secret; and thy 
Father which seeth in secret shall reward thee 
openly.” (Matt. vi. 6.) This command, when 
taken in connection with the lives of the pure 
and good of all ages, and more especially in 
connection with the conduct of Christ him- 
self in this particular, is sufficient to enforce 
this duty upon all Christians. 

(b) Family prayer. 
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Some object to this duty upon the ground 
that there is no express command for it in 
Seripture. But this quibble (for it is nothing 
else) ean be completely exposed by asking, 
Where is there a direct command for parents 
to feed, clothe, and educate their children? 
If it be replied that nature, reason, and the 
general obligation to “provide for our own 
household,” imply these duties, may we not, 
with much greater propriety, assert that nat- 
ure, reason, and the general obligation to 
‘‘rule well our own bouse,” and to “bring up 
sur children in the nurture and admonition 
of the Lord,’ require us to set before them 
the example, and favor them with the advan- 
tages of family worship? 

We have the testimony of the Scriptures 
that the patriarchs adopted household wor- 
ship. Abraham, Jacob, and Job offered sac- 
rificial worship in their families; and this 
form of worship not only derived its obligation 
from God, but received his special sanetion 
and commendation. In speaking of Abra- 
ham, God said: “JI know him that he will 
command his children and his household after 
him, and they shall keep the way of the Lord, 
to do justice and judgment.” (Gen. xviii. 19.) 

That the careful religious training of chil- 
dren is insisted upon under both the Jewish 
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and Christian dispensations, no one who is 
acquainted with the Scriptures will call in 
question. But this religious training cannot 
be given without prayer. Asa Christian, and 
as the head of a household, every man is un- 
der obligations to do good to the utmost 
extent of his ability, and as family prayer 
would necessarily have a tendency to .unite 
the hearts of parents and children in God’s 
service, it follows that the duty is a plain, 
logical inference. From all these considera- 
tions, we conclude that family prayer, though 
not expressly enjoined by express precept, is 
yet a duty so manifest from the general prin- 
ciples of the gospel, the character of the 
Christian, the constitution of the family, and 
the general promises of God, that it must be 
of binding obligation on every Christian who 
is the head of a household. 

(c) Public prayer. 

On this point, only a remark or two need be 
made. Public prayer was a part of the Jew- 
ish service, under the Mosaic economy; nor 
is there any doubt as to its regular perform- 
ance in the synagogues, at least from the 
time of Ezra. The same was sanctioned by 
the Saviour and his apostles by their frequent 
attendance upon the synagogue, and partici- 
pation in the.services. Such an exercise, too, 
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calls the people together, and engages the 
mind and heart so as to free them from many 
snares and temptations to which they would 
otherwise be exposed. It also tends to culti- 
vate a more intimate acquaintance among the 
members of any particular communion, and 
greatly promotes the social virtues. In brief, 
it has a tendency to advance throughout soci- 
ety good order and morality, refinement and 
religion. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXXI. 


Qurstion 1. Would a religion without prayer be 
adapted to fallen man ? 

2. Is this a universally recognized principle ?. 

3. What is the first point of inquiry ? 

4. Give Dr. Webster’s definition of prayer, and ex- 
plain. 
5. What does the martyr Bradford say of it? Explain 
in full. , 
6. Is it the mere posture of the body? Show why 
not. 

7. Is it simply the expression of the lips? Show why 
not. 

8. Does it consist in “‘ excellency of utterance”? Show 
why not. 

9. (a) Show that it must be in the name of Christ. 
Explain and illustrate. 

10. (b) Prove that it must be in humility. Show how 
the Saviour enforced this sentiment. 

11. (c) Prove that it must be in submission. Illustrate 
in the case of Paul; also in that of David. 

12. (d) Show that it must be in faith. Give scriptures 
and explain. 

13. Have objections been made to prayer? Give first 
and explain; second and explain; third and explain. 
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14. What can you say of all these objections? 

15. What is the second point of inquiry ? 

16. What do the Scriptures teach on this subject ? 

17. Has asinner a right to pray for himself? First. — 
The case of Saul. Second. The publican. Third. The 
thief on the cross. Jourth. The case of Simon. 

18. Have Christiansa right to pray for sinners? Give 
the scriptures quoted—Samuel, the Saviour, and Paul. 

19. What is the origin of these quibbles? 

20. What is the third point of inquiry ? 

21. (a) Show that prayer is natural and reasonable. 

22. (b) Prove that we are commanded to pray. 

23. (c) Show that it is necessary to salvation. 

24. (d) Prove that it is the truest sign of a Christian. 
Illustrate. 

25. (e) Show that it is the secret to eminent holiness, 
Explain. 

26. (f) Prove that it is the greatest power of which 
we can conceive, save God himself. Give instances of 
its power. 

27. What is the fourth point? 

28. (a) Show the necessity of private or secret prayer. 
Give illustrations. 

29. (b) Prove the necessity of family prayer. 

30. (c) Show the reasons for public prayer. 


CHAPTER XXXII. 
ANGELS. 

Tue word angel is from the Greek an-gel-os, 
and signifies, primarily, not a nature, but an 
office. It means a messenger, or one sent on an 
embassy. But the term is generally used in 
Scripture to denote a superior order of intel- 
ligences. 

‘There are several points connected with 
this subject which we propose to consider 
briefly. | 

(1) The existence of angels. 

All religions teach that there is a superior 
order of beings, denominated in our Script- 
ures angels, and this general belief is a strong 
argument in favor of their existence. The 
ancient Sadducees, perhaps, constitute the 
only exception, but it is contended by many 
that a large portion of this sect really believec 
in such an order of intelligences. 

The Mohammedans, as their sacred writings 
testify, strongly believe in the existence of 
angels; aud to the angel Gabriel they attrib- 
ute very great power, asserting that he has 
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“ability to overturn a mountain with a single 
feather of his wing.” The angel Asrael they 
suppose is appointed to take the souls of those 
who die; and another angel, named Esraphil, 
they tell us, stands with a trumpet in his 
mouth ready to proclaim the day of judg- 
ment. 

The heathen philosophers and poets were 
also agreed as to the existence of intelligent 
beings superior to man, as is shown by St. 
Cyprian, in his treatise on the vanity of idols, 
and from the testimonies of Socrates, Plato, 
etc. They were acknowledged under differ- 
ent appellations; the Greeks calling them 
demons, and the Romans genii, or lares. 

The Bible, however, settles the question of 
their existence beyond a doubt. It is true 
there are those, even in this age, who attempt 
to explain what the Bible says on the subject 
of angels, by considering the language in a 
figurative sense. ‘Thus, when holy angels are 
spoken of, we are told that nothing is meant 
but good principles or holy thoughts; and 
when unholy angels are mentioned, nothing 
is signified but evil principles or unholy emo- 
tions. But if the plain, positive declarations 
of the Bible do not prove the existence of 
such a class of inteiligences, then language 
can have no meaning. Indeed, if the entire 
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Bible history of the existence and doings of 
angels is an allegory or figure, We may as 
well discard the whole volume of Revelation 
as an idle dream or a silly fable. | 

Now, as to when these angels were created, 
we cannot speak with confidence. Some 
contend that they were created when our 
“heavens and the earth” were made. For 
this opinion, however, there is no just foun- 
dation in the Mosaic account. Others think 
that angels existed long before the formation 
of our solar system, and the Bible, we think, 
strongly favors this opinion. (See Job xviii. 
4—7.) 

(2) Their nature and order. 

Angels are called in the Scriptures “ spirits.” 
The Greek word is pneu-ma-ta. (See Heb. i. 
14.) This word is also used to designate the 
souls of men when separate from the body. 
(See 1 Pet. iii. 19.) 

Though it is now, perhaps, a universal 
opinion that angels are of a spiritual and in- 
corporeal nature, yet some of the Fathers, 
misled by a passage in Genesis, where it is 
said, “The sons of God saw the daughters 
of men that they were fair, and they took 
them wives of all which they chose,’ im- 
agined them to be corporeal and capable of 
sensual pleasures. (Gen. vi. 2.) But this 
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couclusion is based upon a very erroneous in- 
_ terpretation of the scripture referred to, for 
“the sons of God” were the descendants of 
Seth, and “the daughters of men” were the 
prcgeny of Cain. 

The generally received opinion is, that 
though in their normal condition they are 
in¢urporeal, yet they have the power, by God’s 
asmistance, of assuming bodies and of appear- 
ing in human shape. As proof of this, they 
oftea, in Bible times, appeared in bodily form 
and spoke to men. They also ate food and 
lodged in houses. (See Gen. xviii. 8; xix. 3.) 
But while this is true, they acted, in other 
situations, very differently, passing through 
svone walls, appearing and disappearing at 
will. (See Acts xu. 7-10; Num. xxii. 81.) 

That there are different orders of these 
“ spirits,’ there can be no doubt. The Script- 
xe appellations prove this, for the epithets 
are archangel, thrones, dominions, principali- 
ties, powers, etc. (See Jude 9; Eph. 1. 21.) 

The Jews reckon four orders or companies 
of ange!s, each headed by an archangel; the 
first order being that of Michael, the second 
of Gabriel, the third of Uriel, the fourth of 
Raphael. But there is no authority from the 
Scriptures for saying that there is more than 
one archangel. The term occurs but twice in 
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the New Testament, and in both instances i! 
is used in the singular number. (See 1 Thess 
iv. 16; Jude 9.) Thus the term is evidently 
restricted to one person, or being—called 
“ Michael, one of the chief princes,” and “the 
great prince.” (See Jude 9; Dan. x. 10; x11. 
1; Rev. xu. 7.) The Bible is-also explicit as 
to the two kinds or classes of angels—holy 
and unholy, or unfallen and fallen. (See Jude 
6; 2 Pet. 11. 4; John vin. 44.) From these 
scriptures we learn that the sinning angels 
left their original habitation, and are now 
dwellers in the regions of despair. They also 
teach that the devil ‘‘ abode not in the truth,” 
which can be interpreted only by admitting 
that he was once in it. When these angels 
sinned, and what caused them to do so, we, of 
course, cannot say, for the Bible is silent upon 
both of these points. That they were under 
law, is clear from the fact that they sinned: 
and if under a law which it was possible for 
them to violate, they must have been in a 
state of trial and accountability. With these 
facts before us, we see no more difficulty in 
accounting for their fall than for the fall of 
man, except that no foreign tempter could 
have seduced them. Here the question may 
be asked, How could they fall into sin with- 
out being tempted? And how could they be 
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tempted, when, as yet, there was no evil in 
the universe? These are difficult questions 
to answer, but the Scriptures settle the mat- 
ter so far as the fact is concerned—they did 
sin, and they sinned without the agency of 
an extraneous tempter. The best solution, 
perhaps, of this difficulty is found in the as- 
sertion that the possibility of sinning is essen- 
tial to a state of accountability. 

As has been stated in a previous chapter, 
the angels had no federal or representative 
head. Hach stood or fell for himself alone. 
And in response to the question, Why has no 
provision been made for their recovery? the 
only answer that we have ever scen is about 
in these words, ‘‘ God has seen fit thus to do.” 
We admit that whatever God sees proper to 
do is right, and we should bow submissively 
to his will; but, then, we must likewise ad- 
mit that “the judgments of the Lord are true 
and righteous altogether.” (See Ps. xix. 9.) 
There is, therefore, a reason, and a sufficient 
one too, for a refusal to make provision for 
them. What is that reason? The author 
feels that he is upon delicate ground, but at 
the risk of incurring criticism, he ventures to 
answer the question, and in a way, too, which 
is entirely original so far as he is concerned. 
Each angel, as has been said, had a personal 
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trial. No federal head, as in the case of the 
human family, represented the angelic race. 
A single representative, therefore, could not 
secure their felicity, or involve them in ruin. 
One being—Adam—did have that power with 
the human race, consequently, in the ‘ Cove- 
nant of Works,” not one of Adam’s deseend- 
ants had a personal trial, in the sense in which 
we are now using that term. To give that 
personal trial after the fall, an atonement was 
indispensable. And if, after this personal 
trial, man fails, there is no other remedy— 
“there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins.” 
(Heb. x. 26.) In this particular, therefore, 
man has had secured to him no more than 
each angel possessed—a personal trial. There 
is, then, no more difficulty in understanding 
why God has made no other provision for 
fallen angels than that he has made no other 
provision for fallen men than the atonement. 
God, therefore, has made no difference in this 
particular, between angels and men, for a per- 
sonal trial has been afforded to both classes. 
He can, then, with as much justice damn the 
fallen angel as he can the unrepentant sinner. 

(8) Their employments. : 

On this point we are not left in ignorance, 
for the Bible comes to our assistance. The 
two classes—holy and unholy—are, of course, 
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engaged in different employments. Of the 
latter, the following statements may be made: 

(a) They exert an evil influence over the 
minds and hearts of men. 

“For we wrestle not against flesh and 
blood, but against principalities, and against 
powers, against the rulers of the darkness of 
this world, against spiritual wickedness in 
high places.” (Eph. vi. 12.) (See also Rev. 
meio od Thess, in. 9,10; 2.Cor..n,-11; 1 
Pet. v. 8.) From these scriptures we learn 
that these wicked angels are endeavoring, by 
diligent and persevering eftort, to destroy the 
souls of men; but for our encouragement, be 
it known, that they can go only the lengtk 
of their chain. They can tempt, but they can 
not coerce us to sin, and we are told to “re: 
sist the devil and he will flee from us.” 

(6) They are sometimes permitted to afflict 
the bodies of men. 

A forcible illustration of this is found ia 
the history of Job. Satan was the agent by 
whom he was grievously afflicted with dis- 
‘ease. (See Job i.) 

We learn the same from the many diseased 
persons in the days of our Saviour. It has 
been alleged, it is true, that these persons 
were not really and literally possessed of 
devils, but they were afflicted with epilepsy, 
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palsy, madness, etc., and that they were figu- 
ratively said to be “possessed of devils.” But 
until it can be proved that diseases can talk 
and walk, we will never yield the point that 
these were evil spirits. Indeed, to conclude 
otherwise, is to admit that the sacred _ histo- 
rians were either deceived themselves, or in- 
tended to deceive others. 

(c) They possess great sagacity — know 
when and where to exert their strength and 
influence. 

This position is fully sustained in the tempt- 
ation of our first parents in the garden of 
Eden, and also in the fiery trial to which the 
blessed Saviour was subjected in the wilder- 
ness and upon the pinnacle of the temple. 
How adroit, how opportune, how earnest were 
the arguments presented in these cases! Their 
constant employment, then, is to do mischief. 
They are miserable themselves, and their 
great purpose seems to be not only to make 
hell, but the world, a place of unmitigated 
sorrow and woe. 

Of the good angels, the following are some 
of the are aes dio 

(a) They are possessed of great activity and 
power. 

‘Bless the Lord, ye his angels, that excel 
in strength.” (Ps. ciil. 20.) [tis true they 
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derive their strength from God, but he has 
endowed them with astonishing power. The 
destroying angel smote the first-born in the 
Egyptian families; and some of the most sig- 
nal judgments of God have been executed by 
angels. An angel destroyed, by means of a 
pestilence, seventy thousand men of Judah 
and Israel in the space of three days. Also, 
an angel smote in the camp of the Assyrians 
a hundred and four-score and five thousand 
men in one night. With what rapidity, too, 
do they move. When Daniel commenced his. 
prayer, the angel Gabriel was commanded to 
fly swiftly from heaven, and before the suppli- 
cation was closed, he touched Daniel, ‘about 
the time of the evening oblation.” 

(b) They minister to the saints. 

Angels delivered Lot from Sodom, Jacob 
from Esau, Daniel from the lions, the Hebrew 
children from the fiery furnace, Peter from 
Herod and from the Jewish Sanhedrim, and 
the nation of the Israelites successively from 
the Egyptians, Canaanites, and Assyrians. 
Angels instructed Abraham, Joshua, Gideon, 
David, Elijah, Daniel, Zachariah, the Virgin 
Mary, and the apostles. They also comforted 
Christ in the garden of Gethsemane, the 
apostles and their companions after the resur- 
rection, Paul immediately before his ship 
38 
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wreck, and the Church universally by the 
testimony and instruction given in the reve- 
lation of St. John. And the Bible says, 
generally, ‘They are ministering spirits, sent 
forth to minister for them that shall be heirs 
of salvation.” (Heb. i. 14.) 

It was a favorite opinion of the Ghatsaee 
Fathers that every individual is under the care 
of a particular angel, who is assigned to him 
as a protector and guide, called a “ guardian 
angel.” The Jews (except the Sadducees) 
entertained this belief, and so do the Moham- 
medans, but there is not a single passage of 
Scripture, when properly interpreted, that 
will authorize such a belief. The passages 
relied on (Ps. xxxiv. 7; Matt. xviii. 10) most 
assuredly have no such meaning. The former 
teaches simply that God employs the ministry 
of angels to deliver his people from affliction 
and danger; and the latter means that the 
infant children of believers, or the least among 
the disciples of Christ, whom the ministers 
of the Church might be disposed to neglect, 
are in such estimation in God’s account, that 
angels do not think it beneath their dignity 
to administer to them. But not a word is 
said of the personal assignment of angels to 
individual cases. In this connection it is not 
out of place to state, also, that the Romish 
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doctrine of the “worship of angels,” is with- 
out the shadow of foundation in 1 the word of 
God. 

(ce) They convey, at the death of. the bodies, 
the souls of the saints to the mansions of 
tas. 

This fact is benutitalls irctenicd in the 
history of Lazarus. The record is, “he was 
carried by the angels to Abraham’s bosom.” 
(See Luke xvi. 22.) It is a historical fact, too, 
that many prominent Christians have been 
heard to say that they saw angels hovering 
over their dying couches. Why, then, should 
we look upon death with such horror? Let 
the veil be removed that hides from our, view 
the invisible world, and we should see, in the 
presence of every dying Christian, angelic 
bands, with the sweet melody.of heavenly 
harps, commingling with the sobs and groans 
of weeping friends, and ea poe 
“Sister spirit, come away.’ 

<(d). They. will assist in the work - of the 
final judgment. 

The Bible teaches that the Lord “ shall ahd 
forth his angels with a mighty sound of a 
trumpet, to gather together his elect” from. 
the four quarters of the earth, and by them 
shall all the saints “ be caught up to meet the 
Lord in the air.” ‘They are, therefore, to he 
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assistant executors of God’s wrath, for as the 
tares are gathered in harvest and burnt, so 
the angels will collect, in the end of the world, 
call offenders, and will cast them into a furnace 
of fire. 

(4) Lhe number of angels. 

On this point the language of Scripture is 
not specific, but enough is said to justify us 
in believing that the number is very great— 
yea, innumerable. “The chariots of God 
are twenty thousand, even thousands of 
angels.” (Ps. Ixviii. 17.) “ But ye are come 
unto Mount Sion, and unto the city of the 
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to 
an innumerable company of angels.” (Heb. 
xii, 22.) “ Thinkest thou that I cannot now 
pray to my Father, and he shall presently give 
me more than twelve legions of angels?” 
(Matt. xxvi. 53.) ‘“ And I beheld, and I heard 
the voice of many angels round about the 
throne and the beasts and the elders: and the 
number of them was ten thousand times ten 
thousand, and thousands of thousands.” (Rev. 
v. 11.) . 

These scriptures (and other similar ones 
could be given) clearly indicate that the 
number of these heavenly messengers is im- 
mense. It is also a fact that the number of 
the fallen angels is very great. “And he 


ANGELS, 597 


asked him, What is thy name? And he 
answered, saying, My name is Legion; for 
we are many.” (Mark v. 9.) 

Much more might be said upon this inter- 
esting subject, but enough has been given to 
enable the reader to form an idea of the nat- 
ure, employments, number, etc., of these 
angelic intelligences. What a noble and ex- 
alted part are these celestial beings of the 
wonderful works of the great Creator! How 
glorious is their employment! How profound 
their adoration as they continually witness 
the beautiful and harmonious: developments 
of love and power in the wide universe of 
God’s creation and providence! 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XXXII. 


QueEstion 1. From what is the word angel derived ? 

2. What is the meaning of the word? 

3. How is it used in the Scriptures? 

4, What is the first general point of inquiry ? 

5. Do all religions teach that there is a superior order 
of beings? 

6. What of the Sadducées? 

7. What of the Mohammedans? Explain in full. 

8. Did the heathen philosophers believe in the exist- 
ence of such beings? 

9. By what names did they call them ? 

10. What cf the teaching of tht Bible upon this point? 

11. How have men attempted to explain this matter ? 
Show the absurdity of their views. 

12. What are the theories as to the tume when they 
were created ? 

13. Which is the true one? Give proof. 

14. What is the second point of inquiry ? 

15. What are the angels called in the Scriptures? Give 
the Greek word and explain in full. 

16. What was the opinion of some of the Fathers in 
reference to angels? 

17. On what scripture was this based? Explain and 
give the meaning of the passage. 
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18. What is the generally received opinion in regard 
to the nature of angels? Explain and give proof. 

19. Are there different orders of angels? Give the 
proof. 

20. What are the two kinds of angels? Give Script- 
ure proof. 

21. Do we know when the fallen angels sinned? Or 
why? 

22. What is the true solution? - 

23. Explain in full why God has made no provision 
for fallen angels. 

24, What is the third point of inquiry? 

25. (a) Prove that the fallen angels exert an influence 
aes ‘he :ninds and hearts of men. 

6. (b) Show that they are permitted to afflict the 

nt of men. 

27. (¢) Prove that they possess great sagacity. 

28. (a) Prove that the holy angels have great activity 
and powi ¢. 

29. (b) Show that they minister to the se 

30. Wl at can you say in reference to “ suardian 
angels’’ 4 

31. (c) Prove that they convey the souls of the saints 
to heavel:. 

82. (d) Prove that they will assist in the work of the 
judgmen*. 

33. Wk ut is the fourth point of inquiry ? 

34. Prove that the number of angels, fallen and un- 
fallen, is great. 


CHAPTER XXXII. 
CREEDS AND CONFESSIONS. 


Tue word creed is derived from the Latin 
verb credo, which literally means ‘“ J belteve.” 
It is, therefore, a definite summary of what is 
believed; a brief exposition of important 
points; a religious symbol. 

The word confession is from the Latin noun 
con-fes-si-o, Which means ‘@ confession” or 
‘assent to.” Hence, it means a formulary in 
which articles of faith are comprised; a Creed 
to be assented to; a Confession of Faith. 
There is a shade of difference in signification 
between the words creed and confession, for 
the former contains expressions only of relig- 
ious belief on a few of the undisputed doc- 
trines of the Bible so far as the Christian, 
world is concerned, while the latter is more 
eomprehensive—embracing all the doctrines 
of the Scriptures, as understood by the com- 
pilers of the Confession, and giving reasons 
in brief for that particular summary. Still, 

(600) 


CREEDS AND CONFESSIONS. 601 


in this article, for the sake of convenience, 
we will use the words synonymously. 

On the subject of Creeds or Confessions, the 
Christian world is divided into two classes— 
Creed and anti-Creed. There are, therefore, 
only two points in this discussion, and we 
propose to consider them very briefly. 

(1) Arguments in favor of Creeds. 

In support of. the necessity for, and the 
usefulness of, Creeds, we submit the following 
summary of arguments: 

(a) The experience of all ages, in the Chris- 
tian era, has found them to be absolutely 
necessary. 

The apostles, even, with all their inspira- 
tion, and with all their miraculous gifts, were 
incapable of arresting the baleful influences 
of heretics. Men, calling themselves Chris- 
tians, and professing to preach the religion of 
Jesus Christ, perverted the truth, and pro- 
claimed “another gospel,” which he had not 
taught. In this exigency, however, the Apos- 
tle Paul directed the Churches not to be 
contented with a general profession of belief 
in the religion of the Bible on the part of 
those who came to them as Christian teachers, 
but to examine them, and ascertain whether 
their teaching was according to the “ form of 
sound words” which they had been taught by 
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him. He also adds: “If any man preach any 
ether gospel unto you than that ye have re- 
ceived, let. him be accursed.” deel iis 
Here is, in effect, an instance, and that by 
Divine authority, of employing a Creed as a 
test of orthodoxy. Now, just when this Creed 
was prepared, which was to be used as a cri- 
terion, we are not able to say, nor is it at all 
a matter of importance that we should know; 
and whether it contained three articles or 
thirty, the principle is the same. Indeed, as 
the careful Bible reader knows, such expres- 
sions often occur, as “form of knowledge,” 
‘form of doctrine,’ “form of sound words,” 
“the first principles of the oracles of God,” 
and “the principles of the doctrine of Christ.” 
(See Rom. 11. 20; vi. 17; 2. Tim. 1 tage 
v. 12; vi. 1.) These expressions are without 
meaning unless they referred to an embodiment 
of the leading doctrines of Christianity—a — 
Creed. | 
In addition, we have the Apostles’ Creed, 
which is now used by millions of Christians, 
and which, to say the least, dates back to the 
early Christian Church. We also find that, 
in the second century, Ireneeus prepared a 
Creed ; and, in the third, Origen, Cyprian, ete., 
did likewise. These Creeds or Confessions, 
too, were more elaborate and minute than 


CREEDS AND CONFESSIONS. 603 


those of earlier date. They were intended tc 
bear testimony against the various forms of 
error which had arisen. | 
In the fourth century, we have a forcible 
illustration of the importance and necessity 
of a Creed. This Creed was formed at the 
Council held at Nice, A. D. 325, in which 
Arius was to be tried. He, as is known, held 
heterodox sentiments in regard to the divinity 
of Christ. Notwithstanding his heresy he as- 
serted that he “could, and did, adopt as his 
own, all the language of the Scriptures in 
detail,” concerning the person and character 
of the blessed Redeemer. Never, therefore, 
until that Council formulated a Creed in regard 
to this most important subject, could Arius 
and his followers be detected. The orthodox 
portion of this Council, after drawing up a 
Creed or Confession of Faith, embodying what 
they believed to be the teaching of the Bible 
upon this point, then called upon Arius and 
his disciples to subscribe to it. The heretics 
refused to do so, thereby acknowledging that 
they had been acting with duplicity. Hence, 
by the aid of this Creed, the Church was en- 
abled to rid itself of these unsafe, yea, dan- 
gerous men. 
_ The same course was taken by all the pious 
witnesses of the truth during the Dark Ages, 
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when, amidst the surrounding corruption and 
desolation, they found themselves called upon 
to bear “ witness to the truth.” The worst 
errorists then living professed to be governed 
by the Bible, and the only way to expose them 
was to ask their indorsement of “ formulated 
doctrines ””—Creeds or Confessions. And, 
finally, at the glorious Reformation from 
Popery, the friends of truth prepared their 
Creeds or Confessions, and in this way exposed 
the corruption which then existed. 

From the foregoing, then, what is the infer- 
ence from all this experience of the Church 
of God—an inference so universal and so uni- 
form? It cannot be misunderstood, for its 
teaching is not ambiguous. Creeds or Con- 
fessions have really been the touch-stones of 
error—yea, the safeguards of the Chureh in 
all ages of the Christian dispensation. 

(6) The adoption of a Creed is a duty which 
each denomination owes to all others and to 
the world. | | 

Every man has his own views in reference 
to the cardinal doctrines of Christianity, 
Church government, etc., and if he is honest 
and sincere, he will not become a member of 
a denomination whose views in theology and 
Church polity wholly differ from his own 
solemn convictions. But how is he to ascer- 
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tain whether or not his own views and those 
of any particular Church are in accord? He 
cannot, without spending years, ascertain the 
doctrines of any one Church by simply hear- 
ing its ministers preach ; and it would require 
a life-time, by that method, to ascertain what 
a half-dozen Churches believed, any one of 
which he might be thinking of joining. The 
only thing, then, that will meet the wishes of 
a candid, conscientious man, is a Creed or 
Confession of Faith, which formulates the doe- 
trines of each denomination. And, severe as 
the language may seem to some, it 1s never- 
theless true, that no Church has a right to ask 
an intelligent, conscientious person to join it 
if it is afraid or ashamed to publish its tenets 
to the world. There is not a political organi- 
zation on earth that would have the effrontery 
to ask “a following” without making known 
its principles. Nor is there even a secret soci- 
ety that would attempt such a thing. It is 
true, the ritual of the latter is not published 
to the world, but the principles which they 
- ineuleate are printed, not only in their ‘ man- 
uals,” but in circulars, and scattered broadcast. 
And we do not hesitate to affirm that, in all 
ages, those -Christian Churches which have 
been the most honorably distinguished for 
their adherence to the simplicity of the gos- 
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pel, have been, not only most remarkable in 
their care in forming, but also for their frank- 
ness In avowing, their doctrinal Creed. 
(c) A Creed is necessary in order to unity 
of sentiment and action. 
sEvery denomination is a society, and in 
order that there may be unity in each ecclesi- 
astical household, the members comprising it 
should “speak the same thing,” and should 
be of “one mind.” There is a depth of mean- 
ing in the question propounded by the prophet, 
“ How can two walk together, except they be 
agreed?” (Amos ili. 3.) Cana body of wor- 
shipers, composed of Calvinists, Arminians, 
Pelagians, Arians, Socinians, ete., all pray, 
and preach, and commune together profitably 
and comfortably, each retaining the senti- 
ments, feelings, and language appropriate to 
his denomination? Such a thing would con- 
vert the house of God into a miserable babel. 
How would it look to have in the same Chris- 
tian household, those who believe in the 
divinity of Christ and those who reject that_ 
doctrine, those who believe in justification by 
faith and those who contend that man is 
saved by works, those who believe in the 
eternity of the punishment of hell and those 
who contend that there is no such a place? 
Such a heterogeneous mass would either have 
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to be perfectly indifferent to the great subjects 
on which they are thus divided, or else all of 
their intercourse must be productive ot jarring 
discord. Such a discordant element might 
talk about Church-fellowship, but that they 
should really enjoy that fellowship which the 
Bible describes as so precious, and which the 
truly pious delight so much: to cultivate, is — 
impossible—just as impossible as it is for 
righteousness to have fellowship with unright- 
eousness, or for hight to hold communion with 
darkness, or for Christ to maintain concord 
with Belial. (See 2 Cor. vi. 14,15.) To pre- 
vent such a state of things there is but one 
way, and that is to formulate doctrines in the 
shape of Creeds or Confessions. 

(qd) An additional argument for Creeds 
arises from the fact that those who oppose 
them the most bitterly, are, as a general thing, 
lJatitudinarians and heretics. 

Notice, it is not affirmed that the use of 
Creeds has never been opposed by individuals 
who were substantially orthodox, and even by 
orthodox Churches, for it is believed that a 
few rare cases of this anomaly have occurred 
under the influence of deep-seated prejudice. 
Nor is it intended, on the other hand, to deny 
that heretics have sometimes been extremely 
zealous in farming and maintaining the most 
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corrupt Creeds; for of this the early history of 
the Church furnishes many examples, and its 
later history shows the same thing. But we 
do mean to assert that, as a general thing, the 
most ardent and noisy opponents of Creeds 
have been those who held erroneous and cor- 
rupt opinions, and who, to shield themselves 
and their systems, have resorted to a tirade 
of abuse of Creeds, hoping thereby to present 
a good excuse for not publishing a system of 
doctrines which they knew could not stand 
the criticism of enlightened Christendom. 
They have preferred verbal statements which 
they can modify, amend, or deny, to suit their 
own convenience. No wonder, then, that all 
such oppose Creeds and Confessions. And, in 
brief, it is a historical fact which cannot be 
denied, that whenever a party has determined 
to abandon the grand old paths of orthodoxy, 
the first thing in the programme is to abuse 
“human Creeds,” as they are called. 
(2) The objections to Creeds or Confessions. 


On this point we must be brief, for the 


strongest objections which can be urged, are, 
to say the least, exceedingly trivial. The fol- 
lowing is a summary, and in the identical 
language, almost, of objections: 

(a) The Churches which use Creeds make 
them, and not the Bible, a test of orthodoxy. 
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This position is based upon a false assump- 
tion, and, consequently, it is untrue. No 
denomination that uses a Creed, thinks that it 
is of any value, except so far as it comports 
with the teachings of the Bible. With it the 
Bible is the standard, and the Creed adopted 
is simply the truths of the Bible classified, as 
that denomination understands that blessed 
Book. And, by the way, is not that the best 
way to understand the Scriptures? Westudy 
Botany, Chemistry, Natural Philosophy, Ge- 
ology, ete., by classifying the truths which 
pertain to those seiences respectively. In 
making the Bible, God pursued precisely the 
same course that he did in making the phys- 
ical world—placed truths side by side, or in 
juxtaposition, which belong to ditterent heads 
or departments; and in order to study them 
profitably, we must treat them just as we do 
the truths of nature—classify them. This 
can be accomplished only by formulating them 
as is done in Creeds or Confessions. Those 
who use Creeds, therefore, instead of making 
them the test, do the very reverse, for they 
make the Bible the standard, as they under- 
stand its teachings. When, then, a person 
subscribes to a Creed, in place of dishonoring 
the Bible, he pays public homage to it, for he 
is simply declaring, by that solemn act, what 

39 
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he believes to be true—what he believes the 
Bible teaches. cee 

(b) Creeds are necessarily tyrannical. 

If it were not a serious matter, such an 
objection is enough to place a broad smile 
upon the face of all Christendom! Creeds, 
as intimated before, are interpretations of the 
Bible, just as State laws are interpretations 
of the Constitution. And the former are no 
more tyrannical than the latter. With those 
who have little or no respect. for the Constitu- 
tion, all laws founded thereon are tyrannical; 
but with those who have proper respect there- 
for, there is nothing even bordering on tyranny. 
There are, we are sorry to say, ecclesiastical as 
well as civil renegades, and all such have but 
little respect for any other standard of author- 
ity than their own views, and these they claim 
the privilege of changing to suit their own 
convenience. Oreeds, then, which are sus- 
tained by the teachings of the Bible, are not 
one whit more tyrannical than the Bible itself. 
Hence, before any man can sustain the asser- 
tion that all Creeds are tyrannical, he must first 
prove that they are, in all their teachings, in 
direct opposition to the Scriptures. 

(c) Creeds or Confessions are opposed to 
free religious inquiry. 

This objection proceeds upon the hypothe- 
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sis, Which is not true, that because a man 
believes a thing to-day, he will not only 
always adhere to it, but will refuse to make 
any additional investigation concerning the 
matter. The position i8 at war with the whole 
experience of every man—is not true in refer- 
ence to science, history, or religion. The 
truth is, it is an arraignment of the moral in- 
tegrity of all those who subscribe to Creeds or 
Confessions—proceeds upon the supposition 
that a man never thinks or investigates after 
he has once adopted a formulated system, or 
that if he does, he has neither the moral 
courage nor the honesty to correct an error. 
Now, as bad an opinion as we sometimes feel 
called upon to form of poor human nature, 
yet we are truly glad that we have never 
placed such an estimate upon the integrity 
and honesty of Christian men. 

(d) Creeds or Confessions prevent Christian 
nnion and fraternity. | 

Such an objection, coming from the source 
it does, is enough to try the patience of almost 
any one, for those who make it (the Camp- 
bellites and the Baptists), are proverbial for 
their exclusiveness. Of all the denominations 
of Christendom, none are more illiberal in 
their views than those just mentioned. They, 
as a general thing, fraternize with no body of 
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Christians. They unchurch all others; and 
many in the Baptist Church believe that it is 
wrong for different congregations, though 
belonging to that denomination, to even com- 
mune with each othet! O consistency, thou 
art a jewel! Now, if Creeds or Confessions 
prevent Christian fraternity, why is it that 
those who oppose them so_ bitterly, because 
they prevent fraternity, are not more frater- 
nal? Judging the “tree by its fruits,’ with 
great propriety can the argument be turned 
against the anti-Creed Cnurches. Their ex- 
clusiveness, their want of Christian fraternity, 
is a powerful argument in favor of Confes- 
sions. 

In this connection, however, we cannot re- 
sist the temptation to expose the utter want 
of integrity and fair-dealing in this whole 
affair by those who oppose Creeds. They 
are, to-day, the most complete sticklers for 
their religions tenets that can be found 
upon the face of the earth. It is true their 
Creed is unwritten (and the reason there- 
for is patent to every one), yet, to all intents 
and purposes, they have a Creed; and to it 
they cling with an undying devotion. As to 
the ecclesiastical farce which they attempt to 
perpetrate in this particular, by saying that 
the Bible is their Creed, we must be indulged 
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in the remark that they certainly fail, in their 
intercourse with other Christian bodies, to 
follow that standard very closely. The truth 
is, the assertion, on their part, that the Bible 
is their Creed, is mere braggadocio. The 
Bible is their Creed, but by whom interpreted ? 
By themselves alone. How indefinite, too, is 
the claim! What would be thought of a 
political organization that would say, “the 
Constitution is our Creed”? Would not all 
other political parties say the same? Most 
assuredly they would. The party, therefore, 
that claims the Constitution as its platform, 
must tell the world what it understands the 
Constitution to teach. Then, when a Church 
says the Bible is its Creed, have we not a right 
to ask that Church what it understands the 
Bible to teach upon the great and funda- 
mental doctrines of our religion ? 
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Question 1. From what is the word creed derived? 
Give the literal meaning. 

2. What, then, is a Creed? 

3. From what is the word confession derived? Give 
the meaning. 

4. Is there a difference between the words Creed and 
Confession ? Give it. 

5. How are they used in this article ? 

6. How many points in this discussion ? 

7. What is the first point ? 

8. What is the first arguments in favor of Creeds? (a) 
Did the apostles feel the necessity for a Creed? What 
was the advice of Paul? What phrases occur in the 
New Testament which indicate that the apostles really 
had a Creed ? 

9. What can you say of the ‘‘ Aposties’ Creed ” ? 

10. What evidence have we of Creeds in the second 
century ? 

11. Give a full account of the Nicene Council. When 
and where was it held? Explain in full the heresy of 
Arius. Show how his heresy was exposed. 

12. How was it during the dark ages? 

13. How about the Reformation ? 
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14. What is the second argument? (b) Has every man 
nis own views? Show in what way only a man can learn 
the views of a Church. How long would it require to 
learn the views of different Churches by hearing minis- 
ters preach? Do political parties and secret societies 
make known their principles? 

15. What is the third argument? (c) Show that every 
Church is a society, and that its members should speak 
the same thing. Illustrate this point. 

16. What is the fourth argument? (d) Answer in full, 
and show that the want of Creeds has done mischief. 
Explain and illustrate. 

17. What is the second point ? 

18. What is the first argument against Creeds? (a) 
explain and illustrate. Do we not classify the truths of 
nature? Should we do the same thing with the Bible? 

19. What is the second argument? (b) Explain and 
amplify. 

20. What is the third argument? (c) Answer and ex- 
plain in full. 

21. What isthe fourth argument? (d) Show why such 
an objection comes in bad taste from those who make it. 
Which party is the more fraternal, the one using Creeds 
or the one opposing? Illustrate. 

22. Show the fallacy of those who claim the Bible as 
their Creed, Explain and illustrate. 
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